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Abstract 
The aim of this study is to examine the influence of local sport interests in one English 
city in mediating national sport policy initiatives in education, land-use planning and 
health. This is attempted through an analysis of relationships between key policy actors 
and the strategies adopted to pursue and defend policy priorities, set within an historical, 
institutional, political and socio-economic context. Given the increasing political 
salience of sport, the rationale for the study is to understand the consequences for local 
sport interests of the re-structuring of the policy area over the last decade. 
The study is grounded in the ontological and epistemological assumptions of critical 
realism and its attendant understanding of the dialectical relationship between structure 
and agency. A neo-pluralist theory of the state and power is adopted in order to provide 
a macro-level context to the three meso-level theoretical approaches utilised in this 
study for analysing policy processes, namely: policy networks, the multiple streams 
framework (MSF) and the advocacy coalition framework (ACF). This approach to 
examining sport policy processes is complemented by insights from the literature on 
local government and governance, given that the primary empirical focus is on 
Liverpool City Council. The empirical work consists of an investigation of first, city 
council sport policy from the 1970s to date and particularly the period 1995-2006, and 
second, three aspects of local sport policy that relate to national sport policy, namely: 
school sport, the playing fields issue, and sport's role in health policy. 
In terms of research methods, the study utilises a case study approach that included 
undertaking forty semi-structured interviews with personnel within the sport policy area 
at the local, county, regional and national levels; an analysis of policy-related 
documentation produced by central and local government; and observation in council 
meetings and forums. A discussion of the findings examines the utility of the theoretical 
frameworks drawn upon in explaining the findings of the study. 
Key words: Sport policy, interests, influence, change, Liverpool. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
Research rationale 
Since the mid-1990s, sport as a policy concern has gained greater salience within central 
government policy priorities, both in terms of elite sport development (DNH, 1995; 
Green, 2004; Green and Houlihan, 2005a) and through instrumental uses of sport to 
further social policy goals, particularly in respect of urban regeneration, education and 
health (DCMS, 1999, 2000, 2002; Collins and Kay, 2003; Gratton and Henry (eds.), 
2001; Houlihan and White, 2002). As a consequence of this change, the last decade has 
witnessed a re-structuring of the sport policy area, its governance and resourcing, both 
in the public sector and voluntary sector for sport. This study evaluates the 
consequences of this re-structuring for sport interests, with a particular focus on the city 
of Liverpool within the national sport policy context. 
The City of Liverpool is selected both because of its unique social, political and 
economic history and its historical association with sport. The study is arguably timely 
in raising questions about the changing parameters of influence in the sport policy area, 
given that Liverpool is undergoing significant socio-economic change via the vehicle of 
European Capital of Culture 2008 (Liverpool City Council, 2003b), within which sport 
has a role in both social and economic regeneration. To an extent it is expected that the 
focus on Liverpool will offer the potential for future comparative research across 
English cities. The criteria for selecting three aspects of local policy that relate sport to 
education, land-use planning and health centres on the whether each, in terms of its own 
merit, has the potential to meet the objectives of the study and reveal the nature and 
basis of influence in the sport policy area. 
1 
Aim and objectives 
The aim of this study is to examine the influence of local sport interests in one English 
city in mediating national sport policy initiatives in education, land-use planning and 
health. In order to achieve this aim, the following objectives are identified, 
• To identify the main sport policy actors and provide an evaluation of their 
interests including policy priorities, beliefs, values and resources 
• To evaluate the relationships between sport interests, particularly central-local 
government relations, regional-local relations, departmental relations within 
Liverpool City Council, and public-voluntary sector relations 
• To trace the evolution of sport policy processes thus providing a historical 
context to the research, the components of which are an analysis of changes in 
the political and socio-economic context that may impact on sport interests 
• To assess exogenous influences that may shape the sport policy area, such as the 
impact of interests in adjacent policy areas, particularly education, land-use 
planning and health 
• To identify and evaluate the strategies adopted by sport interests given the policy 
context in which policy actors pursue their goals 
In order to explain sport policy change, a further objective is 
2 
• To identify and evaluate the utility of major me so-level explanations of policy 
stability and change for understanding contemporary sport policy processes 
Structure of the thesis 
Chapter 2, Theorising the Policy Process, provides the foundation for the study of sport 
policy in identifying and explaining meso-level neo-pluralist theoretical frameworks, 
initially drawn upon by Houlihan (1997), Houlihan and White (2002) and latterly, 
Green and Houlihan (2005a) in analysing sport policy in the UK. In line with these 
studies, the thesis draws on insights from the policy networks literature (Atkinson and 
Coleman, 1992; Benson, 1979, 1982; Heclo, 1974; Jordan and Richardson, 1983, 1987; 
Marsh, 1998; Marsh and Rhodes, 1992; Marsh and Smith, 2000; Marsh et ai, 1999; 
Rhodes, 1981, 1988; 1991, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 2001; Richardson, 1982, 2000; 
Richardson and Jordan, 1979; Smith, 1990, 1993, 1995); the Multiple Streams 
Framework (Cohen, March and Olsen, 1972; Kingdon, 1984, 1995; Zahariadis, 1995, 
1999, 2003; Zahariadis and Alien, 1995); and particularly the Advocacy Coalition 
Framework (Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1993a, 1993b; Sabatier, 1986, 1987, 1988, 
1991, 1993, 1998, 1999; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993, 1999; Zafonte and Sabatier, 
1998). These perspectives understand policymaking, implementation, policy change and 
learning in terms of interest competition within a political, historical, institutional and 
economic context. More specifically, the author identifies those government and non-
government policy actors seeking to have an influence on policy issues, their core 
values or beliefs underpinning policy preferences, ideas and priorities, and their 
strategies to secure influence, over resource allocation, for example. The strategies of 
key policy actors are understood within changing structural, administrative and funding 
arrangements for sports policy over a decade. The meso-level of analysis is the focus 
also as 'it is at the meso-level that much recent theory-building and conceptual 
innovation has taken place' (Houlihan, 2005: 165). 
This analysis is located within a discussion of theories of the state to offer a macro-level 
context and relationship to the meso-level analysis. In this respect, a neo-pluralist 
position is adopted (Dahl, 1982; 1985; Dunleavy and O'Leary, 1987; Lindbolm, 1977, 
1986; Lukes, 1974; Marsh, 1995; Marsh and Stoker (eds.), 1995; Smith, 1993, 1995) 
that accounts for critiques from elite theorists and Marxist theorists. A neo-pluralist 
position, it is argued, offers the greatest potential for understanding influence, interests 
and change in sport policy, given the characteristics of the policy area (Houlihan, 
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2000b), namely: an increasing influence of the state on sport policy; organisational and 
resource fragmentation; and competition for scarce resources across a plurality of 
interests with unequal influence over policy inputs, outputs and outcomes. 
As this study focuses on public policy for sport, largely originating in local government, 
the chapter also draws on research by Judge et al (eds.) (1995), Stoker (1991), Stoker 
(ed.) (2000) and Stoker and Mossberger (1994), with specific reference to the 
relationship between neo-pluralism and regime theory (Stone, 1989, 1993) where policy 
is shaped by resources and relationships, and where the 'governing coalition' around 
sport, centred on Liverpool City Council in this study, attempts to sustain the capacity to 
steer policy toward its core priorities. In relation to sport policy in local government, the 
study draws on Henry (1993, 2001). 
Chapter 3, Research methodology, explains the ontological, epistemological and 
methodological basis of this study (Guba, 1990), founded in critical realism (Archer et 
al (eds.), 1998; Bhaskar, 1975, 1979, 1986, 1998; Lewis, 2000; Sayer, 1992: Scambler, 
2005). Of particular interest for this study is the dialectical relationship between 
structure and agency (Giddens, 1976, 1977, 1979, 1984, 1995; Hay, 1995; Lewis, 2002; 
Sibeon, 1999) and the particular understandings of power, both in terms of the capacity 
of agents to realise goals and as a relational and structural phenomenon (Hay, 2002; 
Hindess, 1996; Lukes, 1974, 1997). This conception of power is related to the premises 
of a neo-pluralist theory of the state (as outlined in chapter 2). In essence, the critical 
realist approach is utilised in order to contextualise observable behaviour in order to 
explain the strategies of policy actors operating within a structured context. The 
research strategy is qualitative and case study-based (Greenaway et ai, 1992; Marinetto, 
1999; Yin, 1994) utilising semi-structured interviews (Devine 1995; Richards, 1996); 
document analysis (Altheide, 1996; Grix, 2002); and participant! non-participant 
observation (Denscombe, 2003). This approach is intended to facilitate a critical review 
of the key forces shaping sport policymaking and implementation and examine the 
capacity of sport policy actors to promote and defend their interests. 
Chapter 4, Sport Policy in England, highlights the evolution of sport policy in England 
from the 1970s to date, with a particular focus on the years 1995-2006, in order to 
identify the changing parameters of the sport policy area and highlight the key 
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influences shaping policy. The account is divided into timeframes based primarily on 
analyses by Henry and Bramham (1993), Green (2004a) and Houlihan (1997, 2002, 
2003). The chapter draws upon the work of key sport policy analysts, most notably 
Coaiter, Long and Duffield (1988), Coghlan and Webb (1990), Collins and Kay (2003), 
Gratton and Henry (eds.) (2001), Green and Houlihan (2005a), Henry (1993, 2001), 
Houlihan (1997), and Houlihan and White (2002). The chapter highlights political 
rationales and ideologies underpinning government involvement in sport; the changing 
organisation and administration of sport; relationships between the key organisations 
within the policy area; and the funding context. In sum, this chapter provides a national 
policy context to both the local sport policy context examined in chapter 5, and an 
assessment of the influence of local sport interests in mediating national sport policy 
initiatives in chapters 6, 7 and 8. 
Chapter 5, Sport Policy in Liverpool, explores the relative influence of interests in 
Liverpool that shape sport policy processes. First, a brief account of the economic, 
political and demographic character of the city is provided in order to contextualise the 
study (Bianchini et ai, 1993; Couch, 2003; Couch and Dennemann, 2000; Jones and 
Wilks-Heeg, 2004; Parkinson, 1985, 1990; Parkinson and Wilks, 1987). Second, the 
current infrastructure for public sector sport is mapped, highlighting relative strengths 
and weaknesses that mediate policy processes. Third, the evolution of sport policy is 
traced, with a particular focus on the changing role, remit, priorities and actions of the 
key policy actor, Liverpool City Council (LCC) (LCC, 1984, 1997, 2003a). Fourth, the 
current location and representation of sport within LCe is explored in order to highlight 
the relative influence of sport as a policy concern. Fifth, the funding context in which 
policy is made is evaluated as this is viewed as fundamental in understanding sport 
policy processes in Liverpool. Sixth, the relationships between Sport and Recreation 
Services and external bodies are evaluated at a local, county, regional and national level. 
Thus, the strategic action of sport policy actors can be contextualised. 
The study draws on interviews with senior personnel within LCC and representatives 
from other organisations in the sport policy area, including national, regional, county 
and local representatives in the public and voluntary sectors. This method is 
complemented by a document analysis of LCC sport and recreation strategies; an 
analysis of minutes of meetings of the City Council, Executive Board and the Leisure 
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and Culture Select (or Scrutiny) Committees, 1997 - 2006; and an analysis of minutes 
of meetings of the Liverpool Sports Forum (LSF) 2002-06, a public-voluntary body 
founded to represent sport interests city-wide. 
Chapter 6, School Sport Policy, examines the relative influence of interests 
underpinning policy change for school sport through tracing the evolution of policy 
processes at national and local levels. The chapter reviews national policy change 
during the Conservative administrations 1979-97 and under New Labour 1997-2006 
(Ball, 1993; Green and Houlihan, 2005b; Houlihan, 1992, 1997, 2000a; Kirk, 2003; 
Penney, 1998,2000,2002,2004; Penney and Evans, 1997, 1999; Penney and Houlihan, 
2001; Penney, Houlihan and Eley, 2002) in particular, before drawing on primary 
research in Liverpool. Specifically, the study identifies the key interests that seek to 
shape policy and discuss the differing policy priorities, beliefs, values and resources of 
the interests involved. It maps the organisational and funding context and highlights the 
changing relationships between interests. Further, the chapter takes account of both 
endogenous and exogenous influences that shape sport policy in schools. 
Chapter 7, Sport and Playing fields policy, examines policy impacting on the protection 
and usage of playing fields, including pitches for sport, through tracing the evolution of 
national playing fields policy. The analysis of policy in Liverpool is set within this 
changing national political and socio-economic context where many interests compete 
for scarce land resources including both a range of sport and recreational interests and a 
range of non-sport interests. Given the relative paucity of published academic research 
specific to this aspect of sport policy, this study relies primarily on original government 
policy-related documentation (DETR, 1998a, 1998b, 2001a, 2001b; DfEE, 1999a, 
1999b, 1999c, 1999d; DoE, 1980, 1989, 1990, 1991; English Sports Council, 1991, 
1994a, 1994b, 1995, 1996, 1997a, 1997b; London Council for Sport and Recreation, 
1990; Sport England, 1997b, 1998b, 1999c, 1999d, 199ge, 2000a, 2000b, 2001, 2002a, 
2003; Sport EnglandlCCPR, 2003; Sport EnglandINPFNCCPR, 2003; Sports 
CouncilINPFNCCPR, 1991); non-government documentation (CCPR, 1985; NPFA, 
1986, 1989,2001), and local authority publications (LCC, 1987, 1998, 2002b, 2003c). 
This analysis is supported by interviews with interested parties in respect of this policy 
issue. 
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Chapter 8, Sport and health policy, explores the evolving relationship between sport and 
health interests in Liverpool within the changing national policy context. The chapter 
reviews, in brief, policy change in the health sector in England (Adams et al (eds.) 2002; 
Adams and Cunning, 2002; Alford, 1975a; Armitage and Poval1, 2003; Ham, 1977, 
2000, 2004; Oliver and Exworthy (eds.), 2003, KIein, 2000, 2003; Tones and Tilford, 
2001) and relates these changes to policy where health and sport interests overlap, as 
outlined by Robson (2001). Further, this chapter constructs an account of the emerging 
relationship between the sport and health policy areas from a review of central and local 
government policy statements and strategy documents (Acheson, 1998; DCMS, 2002; 
DH, 1992, 1996, 1998, 1999a, 1999b, 1999c, 2000, 2001, 2004a, 2004b, 2005; DHSS, 
1976, 1980; LCC, 2000a, 2005; Liverpool First for Health, 2002) due to the scarcity of 
published secondary literature which deals with the overlap between these policy 
concerns. This chapter also draws on interviews conducted with senior personnel in both 
the sport and health policy areas and those working across the policy areas. 
Chapter 9, Discussion and Conclusions, is a discussion of the key findings of the study 
as related to the aim and objectives and to policy theory. This chapter provides a 
summary analysis of sport policy in Liverpool fol1owed by an evaluation of the relative 
utility of the theoretical approach adopted, particularly in respect of the three meso-level 
policy frameworks identified in chapter two. It is contended that the findings of the 
study, as identified in chapters 5 to 8, cannot be ful1y captured by any single policy 
framework, theory or model, but those selected do nonetheless offer a degree of 
descriptive, analytical and potential explanatory utility. Recent studies of sport policy 
have drawn on these theoretical frameworks aligned to neo-pluralism or elite pluralism 
(for example, Green and Houlihan, 2005; Houlihan, 1997; 2005; Houlihan and White, 
2002) and insights from these studies inform this discussion. Final1y, future research 
directions that can build on this study are briefly considered. It is anticipated that the 
primary research undertaken will form the basis of theoretical development given 
further research into sport policy in Liverpool and other cities. In this sense, this study 
should be viewed as a point of departure for further policy-related research. 
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Chapter 2: Theorising the Policy Process 
Introduction 
This chapter provides the theoretical context underpinning the thesis. First, the macro-
level of theory and analysis is examined, in which a neo-pluralist theory of the state is 
identified as a basis for this study (Dahl, 1961, 1967, 1971, 1982, 1985; Dunleavy and 
O'Leary, 1987; Marsh, 1995; Smith, 1990, 1995). The evolution of the theory is traced 
to highlight revisions of classical pluralism in response to critique from elite and 
Marxist theorists. The outcome of this evolution is arguably a robust theory that offers 
potential for understanding sport policy. Second, an introduction to the policy studies 
literature (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003; John, 1998; Parsons, 1995; Sabatier, 1999), and 
third, a summary of the stages approach to policy, (cf. Hogwood and Gunn, 1984) 
provides a context for, fourth, an analysis of the 'family' of meso-level theoretical 
frameworks for understanding policy processes. This includes a focus on policy 
networks (Heclo, 1978; Marsh and Rhodes, 1992, Marsh and Smith, 2000, 2001; 
Rhodes, 1988, 1996; Richardson, 1982), multiple streams (Cohen, March and Olsen, 
1972; Kingdon, 1984, 1995; Zahariadis, 1995; 1999,2003) and the advocacy coalition 
framework (Sabatier, 1988, 1993, 1998; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1993, 1999). 
The micro-level of analysis is considered, through, for example, accounting for the role 
of individual policymakers in policy processes, and through the focus on a specific 
locale, but the study is primarily concerned with relationships at the meso-level between 
interests as embodied in groups or specific organisations, agencies and departments, set 
within a macro-level theoretical context. Fifth, given that the thesis centres on local 
government sport policy in an urban area, in relation to national sport policy, the value 
of institutionalism (Rhodes, 1995; Thelen and Steinmo, 1992) and theories of urban 
politics (Jessop, 1990; Judge, Stoker and Wolman (eds.), 1995; Stoker, 1991; Stoker 
(ed.) 2000; Stone, 1989, 1993) are also accounted for, so as to complement the analysis. 
Sixth, the chapter concludes by drawing on an analysis of the relative merits of policy 
frameworks for explaining sport policy with reference to Houlihan (2005). 
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Macro-level theory and analysis 
In this section of the chapter, a neo-pluralist theory of the state is defined and its 
characteristics made explicit, including subject, theoretical and methodological 
orientation. The historical development of the theory is outlined, inclusive of responses 
to critique and historical change from elite theorists and Marxist analysis of the state. 
Theories of the state: the evolution of pluralism 
Pluralism has been the dominant theory of the state in political science. It has been 
defined as 'the study of the formation and intermediation of political interest groups as a 
precondition of competitive liberal democracy' (McLennan, 1995: 34). Pluralist theory 
was most widely supported in the post-war period, when economic growth favoured the 
expansion of the welfare state, and most critiqued during periods of economic and social 
crisis. Different interpretations of the theory are the result of its interaction with both 
historical change and in response to critiques from both elitist and Marxist positions. In 
fact, a gradual shift can be identified, from the assertions and assumptions of classical 
pluralism to a theory that has accommodated aspects of competing and complementary 
theories (Marsh and Stoker, (eds.) 1995: 268-287). 
Pluralist theory and analysis is concerned with the relationship between the state and 
civil society. More specifically research highlights the relationship between government 
and non-government bodies, as there are difficulties in defining 'the state' (Hay, 1996). 
Pluralists maintain that 'the state' is not unified but embodies potential and actual 
political conflict between interests in respect of policy priorities and resource allocation 
(Smith, 1993). A key characteristic of pluralism is an emphasis on promoting 
institutional difference and diversity, given scepticism towards the state, and therefore it 
is broadly supportive of a 'strong' civil society to place checks and balances on state 
power. Competing interests are seen as an important impediment to the 'danger' of a 
concentration of power within the State, as 'governments need wide support to be re-
elected and so must listen to many groups' (Smith, 1993: 306). Further, Pluralists 
believe that in a complex society, with a differentiated polity, no single group (or 
interest) can dominate the political agenda, as power is non-cumulative and dispersed 
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(or should be). Dahl (1967: 24) states, 'there are multiple centres of power, none of 
which is wholly sovereign'. Following on from this, Hewitt (1974: 61) observes that 'a 
diversity of conflicting interests are involved in many issues, without anyone interest 
being consistently successful in realising its own goals'. Laumann and Knoke (1987) 
conclude that conflict between multiple interests in relation to the collective allocation 
of scarce resources is central to pluralist analysis and theory building. 
A pluralist conceptualisation of 'power' has been defined as 'the capacity of one actor 
to do something affecting another actor, which changes the probable pattern of specified 
future events' (Polsby, 1963: 5). This understanding of power is underpinned by a 
methodology that focuses on observable behaviour and outcomes. Central questions in 
pluralist research therefore include 'Who is involved in the decision-making process?' 
and 'Who can be seen to influence outcomes?' By focusing on 'who does what' and 
'who is successful in achieving goals', pluralists do not make assumptions concerning 
the distribution of power (although dispersal in preferred) and it is possible to test 
empirically who holds power (omitting concepts such as dominant ideology, hegemony 
and false consciousness). Therefore, as Polsby (quoted in Lukes, 1974: 12) states, 'The 
researcher should study actual behaviour, either from first hand or by reconstructing 
behaviour from documents, informants, newspapers and other appropriate sources'. 
For Pluralists, groups are the central elernent in the political process. The group 
approach to politics claims that it is groups who define the policy process (cf. Bentley, 
1967; Truman, 1951). Society is conceptualised as a plurality of interest groups as 
opposed to a set of self-interested individuals. Thus, the pluralist case rests on the 
argument that competition and participation among organised groups, not among 
individuals, is pivotal to understanding policy. The centrality of the role of interest 
groups in the policy-making process assumes groups hold significant power and have 
the capacity to influence or exert pressure upon policy outcomes (Smith, 1990). 
Empirical research has therefore tended to focus on group-government relations, in 
respect of which, Bentley (1967: 269) notes, 'It is only as we isolate these group 
activities, determine their representative values, and get the whole process stated in 
terms of them, that we approach ... a satisfactory knowledge of government', where, in 
terms of quantifying the extent of the influence of interests, Smith (1990: 302-4) 
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identifies six variables as significant in shaping policy, namely the social position of a 
group or interest, the extent of its organisation, the skills and qualifications of its 
leaders, group size, the level of resources, and the degree of its mobilisation. 
Importantly, from the pluralist perspective, the state itself is composed of groups rather 
than being singular and autonomous as in classical Marxist theory. In research, 
therefore, the unit of analysis tends to be a 'policy area' or sector that will typically 
include at least one government department and a range of non-government bodies 
seeking to influence policy, where attention is paid to the patterns of alliances that 
develop between groups and government, ,,(here clusters of interests, issue networks, 
policy networks, policy communities or advocacy coalitions may be identifiable; 
concepts explored in the following section on meso-level policy analysis. 
The group approach is historically wedded to the incrementalist model of decision-
making (Lindbolm, 1960; 1977; 1986). Far from being a 'rational' process, decision-
making in the policy process is characterised a 'partisan mutual adjustment' between 
policy actors where policymakers make 'selective limited comparisons' between policy 
choices. Policy therefore results from an incremental process characterised by 
bargaining between interest groups, where 'multiple pressures' exist (Richardson and 
Jordan, 1979: 22-4). Further, Lindbolm notes that incrementalism is compatible with the 
idea that powerful interests constrain policy change and he therefore views groups as 
unequal participants in the policy process. Although an incrementalist group-based 
approach can be criticised for not giving enough credence to the significant influence 
over policy of political institutions or the autonomy of government, or focusing 
adequately on the influence of economic change and other 'exogenous factors' to a 
policy area in shaping policy, it is arguably a substantive starting point from which to 
investigate influence in sport policy processes. 
In order to provide a more comprehensive account of the influence of interests shaping 
sport policy, the critiques of classical pluralism that led to a neo-pluralist theory of the 
State need to be accounted for. Bachrach and Baratz (1962) argued that traditional 
pluralist methodology was inadequate, as it utilised a decision-making approach, and 
therefore focused on power as measured in terms of the capacity to coerce a government 
take a course of action it would not otherwise have taken. By contrast, they suggest that 
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interests can exercise more power if they have the capacity to control the political 
agenda. For example, power can be exercised by excluding issues and interests from the 
policy agenda. Lukes (1974) too, suggests that more emphasis on the structural position 
of interests is necessary in analysis, where Lukes' third dimension of power involves the 
use of power to shape policy actor's preferences so that neither overt nor covert 
conflicts exist' (Ham & Hill, 1993: 70). Therefore a 'manipulated consensus' may exist 
and can be maintained by powerful interests. Ham and Hill (1993: 23) conclude that 'the 
most effective and insidious use of power is to prevent ... conflict from arising in the 
first place'. 
Further, without an ideological perspective, it may be assumed in classical pluralism 
that society is underpinned by a consensus and is the result of shared interests, as 
opposed to the greater emphasis upon conflict within elitist and Marxist conceptions of 
society and power. Thus, a number of writers including Smith (1993) criticise classical 
pluralism for not examining the ideological and structural context in which policy is 
made. Moreover, as Smith (1995: 216) observes, 'To grasp the influence of groups it is 
important to assess the historical development of a policy area, to examine how groups 
became involved, what pressure groups were excluded and what policy-making 
institutions developed'. Therefore the historical emergence of interests is important to 
understanding contemporary policy processes. Marsh (1995: 283) concludes that there 
are four questions that any theory of power needs to address, namely, 'Who exercises 
power?'; 'How do they exercise power?'; 'Why do some people have privileged access 
to power?' and 'In whose interest do they rule?' Arguably, classical pluralism addresses 
the first two questions. Thus, neo-pluralism acknowledges that the influence of groups 
does not derive solely from their resources, but also from institutional and historical 
contexts. Thus, neo-pluralists can address all of Marsh's questions relating to 'power'. 
Despite these critiques, classical pluralists, such as Finer (1966: 118) did acknowledge 
that pressure groups have differing resources and influence, and Truman (1951: 10) 
acknowledged that 'institutionalised relationships between an agency and its attendant 
interest groups could develop, leading to the marginalisation of some interests'. Dahl 
(1982) too, observed that a limited number of groups enjoyed privileged political 
representation, whereas others were marginalised. Further, government can take account 
of the interests of 'unorganised and potential groups' (Truman, 1951: 448), if only to 
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ensure some interests do not become organised and acquire influence, accepting that a 
potential group presumes an a priori identity, whereas group identity tends to develop 
through formation (Smith, 1995: 217). Additionally, pluralists accept that potential 
groups are themselves likely to experience significant 'internal' conflict. The main 
criticism however of classical pluralist analysis is the very focus on groups outside of 
'the state' at the expense of the state (and state actors), where most policy is initiated 
(cf. Alford, 1975b; Nordlinger, 1981). Neo-pluralists have responded by shifting the 
focus from interests groups outside the state to groups of interests within the state, or 
within government. The state is therefore seen by some pluralists as a site of conflict 
between departments representing various interest groups. 
In respect of the state, Dunleavy and O'Leary (1987) identify three types in pluralist 
literature. First, the 'weathervane' or Cipher model defines the State as a passive vehicle 
for the expression of struggles between interest groups in civil society. The classical 
pluralist position therefore assumes the state will provide 'checks and balances' to state 
power (Laski, 1939). Second, in the 'Neutral State' model, the state acts as a 'referee', 
intervening to ensure the contested terrain is a 'level playing field'. The role of the state, 
as a largely neutral body, is therefore to regulate conflicts of public interest. However, 
'the public interest' remains a dubious concept and specific interests may dominate the 
political agenda in practice particularly where a politically 'disengaged' public exists 
rather than 'active citizens'. Smith (1990: 320) in this regard, observes that pluralists 
give insufficient attention to the extent of state power in enforcing its own interests and 
further, 'elected and appointed officials have organisational and career interests of their 
own, and therefore devise policies that advance these interests'. Thus, the State and state 
actors have interests that can be realised through the instrumental use of groups in 
policy development and implementation. Third, in the 'Broker State' model, the State 
acts as a 'middleman' or mediator whose own interests are taken into account. As a 
result, public policy is interpreted as the outcome of pressure group activities within 
civil society and the State. Hence, 'Broker pluralists' expect state agencies to be fertile 
ground for the formation of groups. On the other hand, checks to the dominance of state 
interests originating in business, the media and public may be understated in this view. 
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When analysing sports policy, it is therefore necessary, from a neo-pluralist standpoint, 
to take into account both the growing influence of government or 'the state' and forces 
'outside' of the state such as commercial interests. In fact, another key critique of 
classical pluralist thought is that it fails to fully account for the significant influence of 
commercial interests on govemment policy-making. Olsen (1965), for example, 
observes that businesses do not have the collective action problems of other interests, as 
incentives to organise are high. Further, business has resources unavailable to other 
groups (Lindbolm, 1977). Arguably, too, businesses operate within a favourable 
ideological context in Liberal democracies, and therefore the legitimacy of business 
interests can be implicit. Business has the ability to exercise 'persuasive and permanent 
pressure upon govemments and the state, generated by the private control of 
concentrated industrial, commercial and financial resources ... that no government can 
ignore in the determination of its policies' (Milliband, 1969: 147). Smith (1995: 223-4) 
argues that 'The importance of business to the government means that the government 
will respond automatically to business's interests. Power is structural rather than 
observable and therefore power can be exercised in an unobservable way through 
structures, anticipated reaction and ideology'. Further, Lindbolm (1977) suggests that as 
business benefits from structural power, it can avoid having to operate specifically 
through traditional lobbying channels. He conceptualises an 'imprisoned zone' of 
policy-making, in which the interests of business have greatest political representation. 
Moreover, countervailing powers are not viewed as sufficient to check business 
interests. Further, as argued by Held (1996), there exists an institutional self-interest of 
government to maintain a strong capitalist economy. Although Marsh (1995: 283) 
concludes that 'Pluralists largely ignore the way that social and economic structures 
constrain political outcomes', neo-pluralists, by contrast, recognise the privileged 
position of business interests relative to the state and accept that business interests 
potentially 'skew' the democratic process. Neo-pluralists, even in acknowledging the 
extent of business influence, nonetheless insist that 'history making' decisions are still 
within the control of democratic influences. Hence, a 'deformed polyarchy' thesis 
emerges in neo-pluralist thought (Dunleavy and O'Leary, 1987). 
Given that critics viewed pluralism as embodying cultural specificity, being that it is a 
theory developed in the US context, a further revision to classical pluralism is found in 
explaining the role of pressure groups in the UK context (Grant, 1989). British politics 
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and policymaking, at least until the 1970s, could be typified as one of 'bureaucratic 
accommodation' (Jordan and Richardson, 1987), where a consensus existed between 
government and interest groups including business interests and Trade Unions in respect 
of economic and social goals. Bureaucratic accommodation entails competitive 
sectorisation within central government, with departments in clientelistic exchange and 
consultative relationships with organised groups (Richardson and Jordan, 1979). Grant 
(1989: 14-15) distinguishes between 'insider' and 'outsider' groups where, 'Insider 
groups are regarded as legitimate by government and are consulted on a regular basis. 
Outsider groups either do not wish to become enmeshed in a consultative relationship 
with officials, or are unable to gain recognition'. Government (or more broadly, the 
state) worked with interest groups in regard to specific areas of policy such as education 
or health, where a 'negotiated order' could be identified. These structural arrangements 
existed as governments need groups for at least three reasons, namely, as a source of 
policy ideas and expertise; to implement policy; and to secure legitimacy for policy 
preferences. 
However, in the 1980s, under the Thatcher administrations, Richardson (1982) observes 
a shift to a 'confrontational style' of politics, where policy is both reactionary and 
impositional. As John (1998: 72) states, 'Conservative governments lifted policies from 
new right groups and think-tanks rather than balanced interests' in establishing 
ideological party government. From the perspective of the New Right 'bureaucratic 
accommodation' between interest groups and the state is viewed as essentially malign, 
concentrating power in closed communities of 'vested interests' that in effect constitute 
'an elite cartel in which participants collude to preserve the existing parameters of the 
policy-making process' (Grant, 1995: 37). Arguably, interests groups in 'policy 
communities' are less concerned to solve policy problems and more concerned with 
creating stable relationships of self-interest, thus avoiding conflict and policy change, 
and arguably policy learning. Therefore, pressure groups can be perceived as a factor in 
'undermining democracy' through creating 'government overload' (Brittan, 1975). 
Following this, Brittan (1987: 262-3), concludes that, 'democracy has degenerated into 
an unprincipled auction to satisfy rival organised groups who can never in the long run 
be appeased because their demands are mutually incompatible'. Olsen (1982) concludes 
that as democracies mature so special interests become embedded and state- group 
relations change incrementally if at all. 
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Arguably, the liberal critique of pressure group politics has led to a revitalisation of the 
analysis of group-based policymaking. The institutionalisation of interest groups (and 
their interests), coupled with the marginalisation or exclusion of others became a focus 
of research (for example, Jordan and Richardson, 1983, 1987). Further, Smith (1993: 
228) contends that rather than pressure groups 'capturing' government, 'State actors 
have incorporated groups in order to achieve their own goals'. In other words, 'Are 
groups responding to an agenda and policy opportunities created by government, or do 
groups themselves bring about changes in government policy which in turn give them 
new opportunities to exert influence?' (Grant, 1995: 125). Again, the focus of neo-
pluralist analysis became the interests of the state and competing interests within the 
state. In fact, competition between interest groups may inevitably lead to some interests 
securing interdependent relationships with government agencies, resembling a 
corporatist form of governance (summarised in Evans, 1995: 244-5; also see Parsons, 
1995: 257-62). Briefly, corporatism is 'a model of state-group intermediation in which 
interests of the state and certain private sector interests fuse' (Evans, 1995: 244). From 
the perspective of corporatism sectional interests become privileged within policy-
making, via legitimising and institutionalising the processes. Policy is perceived of as 
the outcome of a bargaining process concerning strategic issues, conducted between 
elite interests within the state and external to it. Again, the neo-pluralism accepts a 
significant role for elites in shaping policy, but emphasises that elites themselves are 
'internally divided'. Hence, a degree of dispersal rather than a concentration of power is 
claimed. Neo-pluralism therefore accepts the significant influence of policy elites in 
shaping decisions and actions, a premise shared with meso-Ievel theoretical frameworks 
such as the Advocacy Coalition Framework (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993). Further, 
Hill and Ham (1993: 33) observe that 'the existence of elites is not incompatible with 
pluralist democracy because competition between elites protects democratic 
government' . 
When tracing the development of neo-pluralism, Marsh (1995: 270-1) suggests the 
changes to, and within pluralism, elite theory and Marxism have resulted in 'a 
convergence towards an elitist position'. Neo-Corporatism emerged as a response to 
pluralist critiques and resembles neo-pluralism, where, for example, the bargaining 
resources of interests are viewed as central to policy-making. The 'convergence' of 
theories of the state is further reflected in modern Marxist interpretation, e.g. strategic-
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relational (Jessop, 1990); the radical Weberian elitist position (Skocpol, 1979; Scot!, 
1991); and the elite pluralist position (McFarland, 1987). For example, Marxist theory 
has rejected economism, determinacy, a single theory of the state, class as the only basis 
for structural inequality and hegemonic struggle, the unity of class and/or state, and has 
seen a growth in intentional explanation (see Taylor, 1995). Further, and importantly for 
the study undertaken, Marsh (1995) details six specific aspects of convergence, where 
each position embodies (to a greater or lesser extent) the following. First, the existence 
of structured privilege; second, a limited number of structural bases of privilege 
(economic and political resources, knowledge, gender, control of agenda and 
membership of policy networks); third, a role for agency in shaping political institutions 
and outcomes; fourth, an increased focus on the state; fifth, on the contingency of policy 
outcomes; and sixth, in ascribing primacy to politics. 
Nonetheless, there are some important differences of emphasis. For example, pluralists 
accept structural privilege, but view conflict between interest groups as remaining at the 
'core' of politics, rather than an interpretation based on broad social categories (e.g. 
class or gender), in explaining political outcomes. Simply put, pluralist interpretations 
differ from Marxist and elitist accounts in terms of the degree of emphasis placed upon 
agency, contingency and intentionalism. In brief, in the transformation from classical 
pluralism to neo-pluralism, pluralists have sought to retain an agency-led explanation of 
society, whilst accommodating and assimilating elements of structuralist thought into 
theory and methodology (see Chapter 3). Further, significant normative differences 
remain between the main theories of the state. The most noteworthy is in whether 
structural inequality is something to be changed (Marxism and pluralism) or not 
(elitism). Pluralists seek a greater equitability in the distribution of power, and Marxists 
similarly in terms of resources. All three positions therefore make assumptions 
concerning the capacity to change structural configurations. Further, unlike elite theory 
or Marxism, neo-pluralism cannot be clearly located on the left-right political or 
ideological continuum and moreover, as it emphasises the complexity of contemporary 
social and political arrangements, it is sceptical of parsimonious theory construction. In 
fact, as Dunleavy and O'Leary (1987, p. 287) observe, neo-pluralist accounts do not 
privilege 'a single dominant causal factor' at the outset of research. These differences 
are important in interpreting the findings of this study of sport policy. 
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In sum, neo-pluralist theory assumes that there are multiple influences on policy 
processes but the political agenda is potentially skewed towards corporate power and 
state power (Dunleavy & O'Leary, 1987; Held, 1996; Smith, 1995). Given the 
significant areas of convergence of theories of the state, particularly between neo-
pluralism and neo-corporatism within the literature surrounding elite theory (Dunleavy 
and 0' Leary, 1987; John and Cole, 1995; Marsh, 1995), insights from this level of 
analysis can act as a 'point of departure' for this study of sport policy. 
For the purposes of empirical investigation, the author accepts that 'political outcomes 
are ... the product of conflict between interests ... for the allocation of scarce resources 
in a context characterised by structural inequality (Marsh, 1995: 273). The form of the 
state, therefore, (and civil society) is viewed as the outcome of past struggles. Hence, in 
researching the representation and promotion of interests within the sports policy area, 
the focus of the study is twofold: on conflict between interests and on the structured 
context (historically formed) in which interests compete. In relation to sport policy, 
Houlihan (1997) argues that neo-pluralist analyses are one of the most persuasive 
frameworks for understanding power and neo-pluralism provides an intuitively plausible 
account of the policy-making process, at least within western industrial democracies. 
Meso-level theory and analysis 
Policy Research: an introduction 
Policy research attempts to understand how the state and political actors interact to 
produce public actions. It is in part a study of 'how, why and to what effect 
governments pursue particular courses of action and inaction' (Heidenheimer et ai, 
1990: 3). Researching political actions within a specific policy area includes the 
mapping and explanation of many relationships across many organisations, and multiple 
decisions, through policy processes. Analysts of public policy often adopt a 
multi disciplinary approach, using insights from Sociology, Economics, Political Science 
or Organisational theory for example. For example, Wildavsky (1979: 15) states, 
'Policy analysis is an applied sub-field whose content cannot be determined by 
disciplinary boundaries but by whatever appears appropriate to the circumstances of the 
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time and the nature of the problem'. A 'unified paradigm' for policy research has 
therefore not emerged. In fact, Policy studies have arguably become increasingly 
fragmented as it attempts to address the complexity of policy-making and 
implementation. In sum, policy theory as a field of enquiry is characterised by, 
'mountain islands of theoretical structure, intermingled with, and occasionally attached together by 
foothills of shared methods and concepts, and empirical work, all of which is surrounded by oceans of 
descriptive work not attached to any mountain of theory' (Schlager, 1997: 14). 
Parsons (1995) identifies six approaches to policy analysis within a political context, 
namely stagist (Hogwood and Gunn, 1984); neo-Marxist (Offe, 1985); institutionalism 
(Hall, 1986); policy discourse approaches (Fischer and Forrester (eds.), 1993), and the 
two approaches adopted in this study. These are the Pluralist-elitist (Dahl, 1971; 
Lindbolm, 1977; Bachrach and Baratz, 1962; Lukes, 1974; and Gaventa, 1980) for the 
macro-level analysis, and sub-system approaches (Heclo, 1978; Richardson and Jordan, 
1979; Rhodes, 1988, 1996; Smith, 1993; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993: and Sabatier, 
1998) for the meso-level analysis. Nonetheless, insights from other approaches are not 
entirely discarded, as each may have something to offer in understanding sport policy 
processes. 
The differences in definition between 'frameworks', 'theories' and 'models' need to be 
defined when analysing the policy process. Ostrom (1999) defines a framework or 
conceptual framework as one that identifies a set of variables and relationships that are 
examined to explain a set of phenomena. Such a framework mayor may not identify 
critical hypotheses. A theory provides a denser, more logically coherent set of 
relationships including direction of relationship and hypotheses. It applies values to 
some variables. A model is a representation (usually mathematical) of a specific 
situation and is narrower in scope than a theory. It contains specific assumptions about 
critical variables and relationships. Therefore, as Sabatier (1999) observes, these 
concepts can be thought of on a continuum of increasing logical inter-connectedness 
and specificity of values and relationships, from framework to model, but decreasing in 
scope (see Chapter 3 for a discussion of methods). In regard to the meso-level of 
analysis, the Advocacy Coalition Framework may meet the criteria of a 'theory', where 
Sabatier (1999: 261) defines a theory as 'a logically related set of propositions that 
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seeks to explain a fairly general set of phenomena'. A 'theory', according to Sabatier 
(1999: 262) should be logically coherent; possess clear causal drivers; major 
propositions should be empirically falsifiable; the intended scope of the theory should 
be clear and relatively broad; and it should generate research beyond its original scope 
giving rise to non-obvious implications. In the study undertaken of sport policy, the 
hypotheses of the ACF are not specifically tested, and the ACF is treated as a theoretical 
framework alongside the multiple streams and policy network 'frameworks'. In terms of 
frameworks for the analysis of policy, Sabatier (1999) identifies eleven, including the 
three selected for this study. These frameworks are selected, in line with Houlihan 
(2005: 167), who notes that each illustrates the both relationship of policy analysis to 
changing government preoccupations, and wider debates in the social sciences (for 
example, the structure/agency debate, see Chapter 3); each theory has already stimulated 
empirical application; and each has demonstrated intellectual robustness, having 
received critical evaluation. 
The focus of this study is on public policy (Jenkins, 1997), defined as 'policies that 
originate within, or are dependent upon the resources of, the state' (Houlihan, 2005: 
165). Policy itself has been defined in a number of ways, including, 'a course of action 
or inaction rather than specific decisions or actions' (Heclo, 1974: 85); 'a web of 
decisions and actions that allocate values' (Easton, 1953: 130); as 'a set of interrelated 
decisions concerning the selection of goals and the means of achieving them within a 
specified situation (Jenkins, 1978: 15), or simply as 'Anything a government chooses to 
do or not to do' (Dye, 1972: 2). Of particular relevance to the study undertaken, Hill 
(1997: 41) argues that 'Policy is the product of the exercise of political influence, 
determining what the state does and setting limits to what it does'. Reference to 
'political influence' 'alerts us to the assumptions of pluralist politics where power and 
resource control are not monopolised by holders of formal offices' (Houlihan, 1997: 4). 
Further, policy is a process as opposed to a single decision or decisions isolated from 
time and context (Ham and Hill, 1993). Therefore, policies cannot be viewed in 
isolation but can be viewed as a sequence or cluster of decisions. The study of policy is 
therefore the study of decisions, non-decisions and actions that embody interests, 
values, beliefs, preferences and priorities over time and in a given situation. The method 
to explain how political systems make and implement policy is usually to specify the 
interests, resources, inter-relationships, constraints, norms and values of the actors in the 
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policy process. To understand these relationships and any causality, policy analysts 
generally use a theory that provides a generalised explanation of behaviour. The 
generalised theory at the macro-level has been identified for this study of sport policy as 
neo-pluralism. 
In terms of specific areas of research, some authors have sought to identify 'policy 
regimes' where particular policy types and policy priorities are associated with political 
systems whereas others seek to identify 'policy determinants' or influences shaping 
policy (Hancock, 1983), with, for example, a focus on either macro-level socio-
economic factors or micro-level behavioural factors in a search for causal variables 
underpinning policy. Others have focused on 'policy content', where as Lowi (1972) 
stated, 'policy may determine politics' rather than the opposite. Therefore, Salaman 
(1981) suggested research focus on policy tools or instruments used by government to 
steer policy. However, most academic studies tend to pay attention to the entire policy 
process, taking account of policy regimes, determinants, content, and instruments and in 
any analysis, as in this study of sport policy. Studies of 'policy outcomes' are not a 
specific aspect of this study, as this thesis is a study 'of policy rather than a study 'for' 
policy, where understanding policy processes and exploring the utility of policy theory 
is the rationale for the study, as opposed to an applied research focus concerned with 
policy effectiveness, although understanding prior effectiveness of a policy may be a 
factor in understanding policy change and learning. 
Before addressing each of the three meso-level theoretical frameworks in detail, the 
'stages approach' to policy is outlined so as to provide an historical and conceptual 
'backdrop' to contemporary policy analysis. 
The Stages approach to policy 
The 'stages approach' to policy acts as a heuristic device in understanding policy 
processes. This approach disaggregates and simplifies the 'real world' in order to 
'impose some conceptual order on the policy process in order to comprehend it' (John, 
1998: 22) and highlight aspects of policymaking, implementation and/or evaluation. 
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Lasswell (1956) divided the policy process into stages to describe how policies were 
made and how policy should be made (see Howlett and Ramesh, 2003, for details of the 
stages). Subsequent versions of a 'policy cycle' followed (Anderson, 1984; Brewer, 
1974; Hogwood and Gunn, 1984). A specific 'stage' of the cycle could be highlighted in 
research such as issue definition (Crenson, 1971; Easton, 1965; Outshoorn, 1991), 
agenda setting (IGngdon, 1995), policy implementation (Pressman and Wildavsky, 
1973) or evaluation (Guba and Lincoln, 1981). The 'stages model' was used by 
Houlihan (1991) in analysing sport policy, arguing that the 'model' draws 'attention to 
the interaction between the policy process and the context within which [they] take 
place [and that they] capture the dynamic interaction between politics and 
administration' (Houlihan, 2005: 168). 
The key disadvantage of the 'stages' approach is that it suggests policy actors make 
decisions and attempt to solve policy problems in a linear and rational manner (Jenkins-
Smith and Sabatier, 1993b), whereas in practice policy may be made in response to the 
embedded interests or beliefs of policymakers, for example, or as a response to a 
problem or crisis as it arises. Further, policymaking may proceed agenda-setting as 
'solutions seek problems' (IGngdon, 1984) and the 'model' fails to capture the 
complexity and 'messiness of policy-making' (John, 1998: 25). Moreover, the stages 
approach does not identify what it is that drives policy and therefore lacks explanatory 
value, particularly as it is not associated with any 'theory of power' (Sabatier, 1999; De 
Leon, 1999b). Of note for the study of sport policy stability and change, the stages 
'model' has little to contribute where understanding the 'exercise of power' is missing. 
Houlihan (2005: 169) adds that 'The stages model is more effective in capturing 
particular moments in the policy process than in identifying patterns of influence and 
outcomes over a sustained period'. In sum, as Sabatier (1999: 7) concludes, 'the stages 
heuristic has outlived its usefulness and needs to be replaced'. Nonetheless, although the 
'model' is not specifically utilised in this study, it has been helpful to consider 'stages' 
such as agenda-setting in developing research questions. Given the limitations of the 
stages approach to policy, researchers have taken as their unit of analysis the policy 
'sector', 'field', 'domain', 'subsystem', or 'area'. 
In this study, the term 'policy area' is considered applicable, given the characteristics of 
sport policy processes (Houlihan, 2000b). A 'policy area' is conceived of as an arena in 
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which policy is made and implemented whose membership typically includes at least 
one government department and a cluster of organisations with a policy concern such as 
'health' or 'sport', themselves connected by resource dependencies. This is in line with 
the concept of 'policy sector' as described by Benson (1982: 147-8), although the term 
'sector' implies a greater degree of organisation and cohesion than may be the case for 
sport policy in England, at least outside of elite sport (Green and Houlihan, 2005a). The 
interaction of policy actors in a 'policy area' is at the heart of neo-pluralist meso-level 
policy analysis, utilised in this study, where 'these actors are not completely 
independent and self-determining, since they operate within a set of existing social 
relations and policy ideas that serve to constrain their behaviour' (Howlett and Ramesh, 
2003: 16). 
The following sections will in turn address the literature on policy networks, the 
'multiple streams' framework, and the advocacy coalition framework, being the three 
lenses through which the findings of the study of sport policy will be analysed, and the 
utility of each as an explanatory tool for understanding sport policy commented on in 
Chapter 9. 
Policy networks 
The policy networks approach to explaining policy processes emerged from a focus on 
'SUb-government' within the United States, where a particular focus emerged on the 
'iron triangle' relationship of government, congress and interests groups, itself a critique 
of classical pluralism (Marsh and Rhodes, 1992). Policy networks are viewed by some 
as the most fertile ground for analysis of policymaking (e.g. Rhodes, 1997). According 
to Evans (2001), this is because macro-level theories pay little attention to mediating 
processes, while micro-level theories tend to ignore the impact of broader structural 
factors on micro-level decision-making. A meso-level analysis is therefore considered to 
be of greater value in highlighting the role and interests of government, although, as 
stated, there is a general consensus among analysts that a networks approach should be 
located within a macro-level theory concerned with the distribution of power. 
The term 'network' is used by social scientists in focusing on the inter-connected 
relations of policy actors, which for proponents, is the key to understanding how policy 
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is made and how it changes. However, the literature on policy networks has varied 
disciplinary origins, terminology, mutually exclusive definitions and varying levels of 
analysis. Although caution is exercised in the use of this approach, mapping network 
relations is nonetheless viewed as a step towards providing a 'plausible account' of the 
policy process at the meso-Ievel, one that allows for informal as well as formal 
relations. Specifically, this study draws on the literature where analysis includes a focus 
on negotiation and bargaining, coalition building, resource dependencies and 
mobilisation within a complex policy environment (Richardson and Jordan, 1979; 
Jordan and Richardson, 1987; Marsh and Rhodes, 1992). 
Richardson and Jordan (1979) suggested that policymaking in Britain was characterised 
by a fragmented number of policy subsystems, each inhabited by different organisations 
or groups that differentiated themselves from others in other subsystems. Rhodes (1981, 
1988) subsequently applied resource dependency and exchange theory, and the notion 
of policy networks, to a study of central-local government relations. This approach is in 
line with in sights by Benson (1982: 148), who defined policy networks in terms of, 'a 
complex of organizations connected to each other by resource dependencies and 
distinguished from other complexes by breaks in the structure of resource 
dependencies'. Using Marsh and Rhodes' (1992) typology (see table 1), policy 
networks can be either policy communities or issue networks. Rhodes (1981, 1988) 
elaborates this definition in identifying different structures of dependences that vary 
along five key dimensions, namely, the 'constellation of interests'; 'membership' (e.g. 
balance of public and private sector actors); 'vertical interdependence' (e.g. central and 
sub-central actors); 'horizontal interdependence' (Le. the extent of network insulated 
from other networks); and 'the distribution of resources'. As a starting point to the 
analysis of the case studies, this study of sport policy maps the networks, or 'webs of 
influence', in reference to these dimensions. 
Richardson (1982) developed the idea of policy communities in a comparative analysis 
of policy styles, defined as either anticipatory or reactionary (i.e. a tendency to 
anticipate or react to policy problems and events) and either consensus seeking or 
impositional. A policy community is defined by a more tight-knit set of relationships 
than a policy network, or degree of integration. Rhodes (1988: 78) states that policy 
communities as characterised by a 'stability of relationships, continuity of a highly 
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restrictive membership, vertical independence based on shared service delivery 
responsibilities and insulation from other networks and invariably from the general 
public ... They are highly integrated'. This may be the result of shared values and beliefs 
and therefore shared policy preferences and priorities (Richardson and Jordan, 1979; 
Rhodes, 1988). Houlihan (1997: 16) adds that probably the defining characteristic of 
policy communities is 'the emergence of a core set of values that will inform the way in 
which problems are identified and defined, and also the way in which solutions are 
selected'. However, value consensus alone may not be a powerful enough spur to policy 
cooperation as competition for scarce resources will produce conflict between policy 
actors even where there exists broad agreement on policy priorities. Hence, the focus in 
this study of sport policy on values held by actors in policy networks or communities in 
addition to the patterns of resource dependencies. Jordan, Maloney and McLaughlin 
(1992: 4) provide a summary of the central assumptions of the policy community 
model. These include: policies are made in sectors (or areas) effectively restricted to 
those with an interest; 'mutual support relationships' exist between government and 
group actors which encourages consensus-seeking; inclusion of those interests viewed 
as 'legitimate' by government and 'insider' groups and limited consultation beyond 
these parameters; where 'policy emerges from a complicated interaction of parties, 
political groups and bureaucrats' . 
Issue networks are defined, by comparison, as 'looser' in terms of integration and as a 
set of interests and therefore less exclusive and stable. Rhodes (1988: 78) states, 'The 
distinctive features of this kind of network are its large number of participants and their 
limited degree of interdependence. Stability and continuity are at a premium, and the 
structure tends to be atomistic. Commonly, there is no single focal point at the centre 
with which other actors need to bargain for resources'. In issue networks, outsider 
groups in positions of relative weakness acquire legitimacy and resources through 
conformity with how issues are defined by more powerful interests, often embedded in 
policy communities whose membership includes a powerful government body. Issue 
networks are likely to exhibit characteristics of conflict as groups with differing 
perspectives and agendas struggle for recognition and resources, and are likely to 
struggle to define the issue itself. In fact, in Rhodes' typology, the sport policy area is 
best characterised as a series of issue networks, where, as stated, there exists a large 
number of participants with a limited degree of interdependence and where stability and 
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continuity are at a premium (Heclo, 1978). Rhodes (cited in Thompson et ai, 1991: 204) 
confirms that 'The prime example in British government seems to be the field of leisure 
and recreation'. A policy community for sport is difficult to identify, perhaps excluding 
an emerging policy community around elite sport (Green and Houlihan, 2005a). Even 
here, the elite sport coalition of interests can be defined as a 'nascent' advocacy 
coalition rather than a 'mature' one (Sabatier, 1999: see section on the ACF to follow). 
Table 1: Types of policy networks 
Dimension Policy community Issue network 
Membership Very limited number, some groups Large 
Number of participants consciously excluded 
Type of interest Economic andlor professional Encompasses range of affected 
interests dominate interests 
Integration 
Frequency of interaction Frequent, high quality, interaction Contacts fluctuate in frequently and 
of all groups on all matters related intensity 
to policy issues 
Continuity Membership, values and outcomes Access fluctuates significantly 
persistent over time 
Consensus All participants share basic values A measure of agreements exists, but 
and accept the legitimacy of the conflict is ever present 
outcome 
Resources 
Distribution of resources All participants have resources; Some participants may have 
(within network) basic relationship is an exchange resources; but they are limited. and 
relationship basic relationship is consultative 
Distribution of resources Hierarchical; leaders can deliver Varied and variable distribution and 
(within participating organisations) members capacity to regulate members 
Power There is a balance of power among Unequal powers. reflecting unequal 
members. Although one group may resources and unequal access. It is a 
dominate, it must be a positive-sum zero-sum game 
game if community is to persist 
Source. Marsh and Rhodes (1992. 251) 
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Marsh and Rhodes (1992) focus on how the specific characteristics of networks affect 
policy outcomes. A policy community will have a sustainable impact on policy process 
whereas an issue network does not have the capacity to achieve this. Thus policy 
continuity results from the influence of a policy community, although this may inhibit 
policy change and learning and produce inertia. In the final analysis, networks both 
facilitate and constrain policy outcomes but do not necessarily determine them. As 
Marsh and Stoker (eds.) (1995: 293) claim, 'To explain the origins, shape and outcomes 
of a network it is necessary to examine why some interests are privileged in a given 
network or, if no interests are privileged, why the network is open'. In essence, as Smith 
(1993) claims, networks are the manifestation of prior policies, ideologies and 
processes. Therefore, the type of network affects the nature and extent of policy change. 
Marsh and Rhodes (1992) also contend that networks change through the influence of 
exogenous events such as economic change or via the introduction of policies by 
specific governrnents with a particular ideology. In practice, these 'outside forces' 
mediate networks, and shape policymakers' choices. 
Smith (1993) also highlights the significance of the state and state actors, who, it is 
argued, increase their autonomy and influence through being 'integrated' into policy 
networks. Smith views issue networks developing where low political priority is given 
to the policy area in question or where a new issue has not been institutionalised, which 
characterises the sports policy area to some degree. By contrast, Smith goes on to 
suggest that policy communities will emerge in specific contexts, for example, where the 
state is dependent on networks for implementation of policy that is valued by 
government or where government seeks to avoid a policy failure or 'policy mess', or 
where interest groups hold significant resources. Smith (1993) suggests that although 
policy networks can be 'sites of resistance' through their relative control over policy 
implementation, government can make a considerable difference to the influence of a 
particular group or coalition. Rhodes (cited in Thompson et al (eds.), 1991), states that 
central government can 'specify unilaterally, substantive policies, control access to the 
networks, set the agenda of issues, specify the rules of the game surrounding 
consultation, determine the timing and scope of consultation, even call a network into 
being'. Further, central government can 'create a nexus of interests so that co-operation 
flows from a sense of mutual advantage' (Richardson and Jordan, 1979: 105). However, 
government also retains the option of coercion if the 'engineering' of consent proves 
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ineffectual. This is achieved through the active use of the resources it controls to shape 
policy networks in its own interests and image. 
Authors such as Kickert et al (eds.) (1997) highlight government 'steering' strategies to 
gain consent for policy priorities, including the use of legal instruments (orders and 
prohibitions); economic instruments (financial incentives); communicative instruments 
(the selective use of information); or government can stimulate cooperation, bargaining 
and compromise; attempt to create transparency and trust (including identifying and 
promoting the mutual advantages of cooperation); or attempt to provide a 'vision' or 
common purpose, thus creating a strategic consensus within a given context. This may 
require changing the policy environment, including creating policy networks with a 
government department or agency at its hub. Being at the 'hub' and possessing the 
greatest resources, government bodies may be able to shape the context, perceptions and 
actions of non-government actors in the policy process. Grant (1995) too cites examples 
of government strategy in achieving policy priorities, including, a 'divide and rule' 
strategy where groups who represent a potentially homogenous and powerful category 
of interest are divided in practice. 
The argument that the state pursues its own interests by structuring the influence of 
groups forms the basis of the literature on Corporatism (Lembruch and Schmitter (eds.), 
1982) and is closely related to a neo-pluralist account of the state explored in this study 
of sport policy, although neo-pluralists argue that a more unstable state-interest group 
relationship may exist in practice than that implied by corporatist assumptions. In fact, 
Kickert et al (eds.) (1997) may overstate the degree of pro-action of government and 
under-estimate the degree of influence exerted upon government by pressure groups 
andlor reaction of government to exogenous influences such as the wider economic 
context in which policy is made. 
In sum, the policy networks literature demonstrates that the type of relationships that 
exist between government and groups varies across policy areas and across time. In 
some policy areas, the state has extensive influence on policy and may even create a 
policy network to facilitate its policy goals. In other areas, government may be 
responding to pressure from competing coalitions of interests and effectively has less 
influence in shaping policy. In the latter case, the policy network may be characterised 
28 
as a 'policy community' with shared values and resources and it may be highly 
organised, professionalised and economically independent. Therefore, an historical 
perspective is needed in understanding developing relationships between state and non-
state actors in order to explain policy change. 
A number of criticisms can be made of the policy networks perspective (for example, 
Dowding, 1994, 1995). First, issues cannot be neatly separated from other overlapping 
issues in practice and the boundaries of policy networks and communities can be 
equally indistinct. Nevertheless, the author contends that 'core' issues and 'core' actors, 
'core' beliefs and so on can be identified in any policy network or community. Policy 
area boundaries too may be identifiable relative to administrative arrangements, for 
example. Boundaries too may become observable in relation to funding parameters and 
relationships with other policy areas that 'spill-over' (Dery, 1999) into the sport policy 
area. Second, the approach can also be criticised for presenting the policy process as 
'rational' and policy actors as pro-actively addressing issues in a rational way when in 
practice the 'garbage can' model (March and Olsen, 1976) may be more apt, where 
policy 'problems' and 'solutions' fall in and out of favour with policy actors in 
changing contexts (see section on the Multiple Streams Framework to follow). 
Third, in any analysis of state-network relationships, it should be noted that policy 
networks have not supplanted party political channels of communication and influence. 
As Rhodes (cited in Thompson et al (eds.), 1991: 209) observes, The effects of party 
are pervasive. It spans levels of government and communicates a range of interests. 
Most important, it spans the policy network'. Also, some of the policy network 
literature tends to underplay the power of Parliament, political parties, civil service 
bodies, the cabinet and/or the 'core executive'. Moreover, select committees have 
grown in number and influence over the last thirty years and are now an important 
feature of policy debate (many with a direct or indirect influence in the broad sport 
policy area). However, the impact of political parties is an area of controversy in 
comparative politics (cf. Castles, 1982; De Leon, 1999a). Fourth, some authors critique 
the networks perspective as overly descriptive and lacking in explanatory power (Mills 
and Saward, 1994; Dowding, 1994). Nonetheless, as Houlihan (1997: 15) notes, policy 
networks fulfil an important function in providing 'a step towards a more theoretically 
informed explanation of policy processes. Moreover, the approach provides a set of 
29 
concepts and tools that facilitates the comparison of detailed case studies. Smith (1993: 
73) observes that, 'policy networks need a wider macro-theory to explain the sorts of 
relationships that develop', and this study suggests neo-pluralism is the macro-level 
theory required. Dowding (1995) suggests that a fuller account of the policy process can 
perhaps be gained through linking the meso (network analysis) and micro (bargaining 
theory) levels of policy analysis, and both levels of analysis placed with a macro-level 
theory of the state. 
In response to these critiques, Marsh and Smith (2000) revised the policy networks 
framework. In particular, the authors argue that there are three interactive or dialectical 
relationships that explain the role networks play in the development and implementation 
of policy. These are (i) the structure of the network and the agents operating within 
them; (ii) the network and the context within which it operates; and (iii) the network and 
the policy outcome. Figure 1 highlights these dialectical relationships. 
Figure 1: Policy networks and policy outcomes: A dialectical approach. 
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The authors conclude that networks are structures that constrain and facilitate agents 
and the culture of the network also acts as a constraint and/or opportunity for members 
of the network. Further, Marsh and Smith (2000) stress that networks involve the 
institutionalisation of beliefs and values in addition to rules and routines, given the 
previous conflicts that have shaped networks. Hence, power relations are embedded to 
some extent. Moreover, policy outcomes impact on the character of policy networks and 
vice versa. These conclusions again highlight the shift in pluralist thought towards a 
neo-pluralist position, where, in particular, the networks framework recognises the value 
of institutionalist perspectives in understanding policy. 
Also of importance to this study is Marsh and Smith's (2000) discussion of the method 
by which networks change. Some authors stress endogenous factors (e.g. resource 
dependencies) and others exogenous factors (e.g. ideological or political context). In 
practice, a dialectical relationship must exist between the two, especially where the 
boundaries of policy networks are difficult to identify. Evans (2001: 544), in reviewing 
Marsh and Smith's dialectical framework, highlights the key factors that impact on a 
policy network, identifying history, culture and beliefs; ideologies; macro-economic 
variables; institutions; interest groups; other networks; and 'agents' (individual policy 
actors) as the significant influences. Marsh and Smith, however, argue that it is political 
authority that it the most significant external factor in determining network change. In 
sum, 'exogenous changes can affect the resources, interests and relationships of the 
actors within networks' (Marsh and Smith, 2000: 8). However, as it is a dialectical 
model, the network is seen as having an effect on these influences within a broader 
'policy environment'. In sum, the authors develop the networks approach by 
emphasising that the formation of a network is affected by a combination of external 
factors and decisions by agents; policy outcomes are the product of interactions between 
agents and structure; change in a network involves an interaction between network and 
context; and outcomes affect networks. Marsh and Smith (2000) therefore attempt to 
combine macro, meso and micro levels of analysis in their examination of policy 
networks. 
These findings are very much is line with the 'point of departure' for this study of sport 
policy. Further, Marsh and Smith (2000) draw on Benson's (1979; 1982) work, in 
relating the policy networks approach to a theory power. The revised theoretical 
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framework contends that the network is a site of conflict between competing interests 
and conceptions of purpose (beliefs, ideas, and values). In essence, the authors maintain 
that there exists an interdependent relationship between ideas, interests, and power in 
policy actions. Further, this dialectical perspective rejects the idea of the policy network 
being a rational form of organisation and in agreement with March and Olsen (1984) 
and Kingdon (1984), it can be viewed as an 'arbitrary system unevenly imposed upon 
events and insecure in its hold of the policy environment' (Evans, 2001: 546). 
Moreover, policy networks are understood within a broader totality of governance 
containing many levels and sectors. In sum, dialectical network analysis focuses on the 
process through which network arrangements are generated and sustained through the 
interests, ideas and power of policy actors. Atkinson and Coleman (1992: 176) conclude 
that network approaches 'serve as a kind of conceptual crossroads for ongoing 
theoretical and empirical research'. Arguably, the revisions of the policy networks 
approach by Marsh and Smith (2000) demonstrates this 'work in progress' that offers 
much for an analysis of sport policy. 
The multiple streams framework 
The Multiple Streams framework (MSF) (Cohen, March and Olsen, 1972; Kingdon, 
1984, 1995; March and Olsen, 1976, 1984; Zahariadis, 1995, 1999, 2003; Zahariadis 
and Alien, 1995) focuses on agenda setting and choice between policy alternatives 
under conditions of ambiguity and assumes that the adoption of specific choices is, in 
part, dependent upon when policies are made. A growing number of policy analysts 
consider timing to be important in understanding policy processes where the structure of 
political time is a critical variable of policy choice. Kingdon (1984,1995), for example, 
draws on ideas around 'bounded rationality' and organisation theory (see Zahariadis, 
1999) and adapts the 'garbage can' model of decision-making, developed by Cohen, 
March and Olsen (1972), in attempting to explain agenda setting and the specification of 
alternatives in policy development. Zahariadis (1999: 6) notes, 'Complexity, fluidity 
and fuzziness are particularly appropriate characterisations of policy-making'. Therefore 
decision-making situations are characterised in terms of 'organised anarchy', where 
argument, persuasion and reasoning are central in policy formation (Fisher and Forrester 
(eds.), 1993). The MSF therefore rejects the 'illusion of control' of policy actors. 
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The theoretical approach also elevates the significance of ideas in policymaking and 
analyses how ideas emerge, are adopted, or are rejected, particularly at the agenda-
setting stage of a 'policy cycle'. Ideas emerge from a 'contingent and often 
contradictory selection process' (John, 1998: 175) and therefore the assumption in much 
of the literature around policy studies that entrenched institutionalised interests 'distort' 
policy is questioned. In other words, the MSF seeks explanations where ambiguity 
exists without rejecting rationality or incrementalism, but recognising the limitations of 
understanding policy as a 'rational process'. Thus, this perspective drives a path 
between rationality or 'utility maximisation' beloved of rational choice theorists 
(Halpern and Stern, 1998), where the medium of exchange is 'price' on the one hand, 
and persuasion or constructivist notions of 'argumentation' (Majone, 1989), where the 
medium of exchange is 'language' (Fischer and Forester (eds.), 1993), on the other, in 
explaining policy processes. 
In terms of policy change, the MSF cites three streams of 'politics', 'policy problems' 
and 'policy solutions', which interact to produce change. The problem stream comprises 
those issues which government policymakers have identified as requiring action' 
(Houlihan, 2005: 171). These issues may result from 'focusing events' (a crisis for 
example); indicators of the changing scale of the problem (statistics produced on obesity 
for example: see Chapter 8); and/or feedback on the performance of existing policy. The 
policy stream comprises ideas that rise and fall from favour over time, supported by 
specific interests and on occasion advocated by 'policy entrepreneurs'. Ideas gain a 
foothold on government agendas if they fulfil specific criteria, such as whether the idea 
is compatible with dominant beliefs or values held by key policy actors or based on the 
feasibility of applying the idea to practice. The political stream comprises of 
government, political parties and interest groups, as well as the 'national mood' or 
public opinion. 
The synergy of the three policy streams enhances significantly the chances that policy-
makers will address an issue. According to Kingdon, the three streams normally operate 
independently except in the event of a 'window of opportunity', where 'policy 
entrepreneurs' act to couple the streams, although in practice, the three independent 
streams are likely to be interdependent (Mucciaroni, 1992). Kingdon (1995: 165) 
defines policy windows, which generally have a short duration, as 'opportunities for 
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advocates of proposals to push their pet solutions, or to push attention to their special 
problems'. Kingdon (1995) further maintains that some 'policy windows' are 
predictable (e.g. spending rounds for sport.) and others unpredictable (e.g. sports stadia 
accidents). The duration of the opportunity to effect change is limited, with ideas 'in 
fashion' or out of favour. 'Windows' then close where policy-makers believe they have 
addressed the issue/problem adequately, or actors have failed to generate action, or there 
is no perceived alternative available, or the crisis or 'focusing event' has passed. 
Kingdon also finds the 'national mood' to be significant in agenda setting that again 
may be applicable to sport policy. However, in the final analysis, policy selection 
criteria in the MS approach is often based on 'value acceptability' and/or feasibility, 
where less favoured or 'unfeasible' policy options are likely to be rejected. Thus 'policy 
windows' may open and close and the 'national mood' may be fickle, but 'values' 
embedded in institutions and policy processes have greater permanence. 
Although Kingdon's work focused specifically on agenda setting and alternative 
specification, Zahariadis (2003) extends the approach to explain other aspects of the 
policy process. First, the author extends the explanation of the role of the policy 
entrepreneur via the concept of 'manipulation' (ibid: 18-22), defined as 'systematic 
distortion, misrepresentation, or selective presentation of information by skilled policy 
entrepreneurs who exploit opportunities in a world of unclear goals'. In fact the MSF 
explains policy in terms policy entrepreneurs promoting ideas that may involve 
advocacy, mediation and/or brokering in line with a 'cause', or the instrumental pursuit 
of a goal. These policy actors engage in 'context shaping', specifying boundaries around 
what is of value (Stone, 1988) and 'manipulating' the policy environment to gain 
acceptance for ideas. In essence, 'manipulation', aims primarily to provide meaning, 
clarification, and identity, in a context of ambiguity. Specific 'manipulation' may 
involve the use of 'salami tactics', where policy entrepreneurs acquire agreement for, 
and commitment to, a policy, in stages, realising that a proposed policy would not find 
favour if presented 'from the outset' (see Zahariadis, 2003: 93). 
Second, in response to the critique of the MSF that it is ahistorical (Weir, 1992); 
Zahariadis (2003) revises the framework to include a focus on how the trajectory of 
ideas is influenced by the structure of policy networks in the policy stream. More 
specifically, the dimensions of integration (size, mode, capacity and access) are seen to 
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affect the evolution of ideas. The author concludes that, 'Ideas are constantly accepted, 
rejected, or amended by various participants in the policy stream in their quest to forge 
coalitions and enhance the likelihood that their solution will eventually be adopted' 
(ibid: 65). It is argued therefore that a strength of MSF is in the inclusion of both ideas 
and individuals into a 'model' of policy change that accounts for structural factors. 
Importantly, the MSF assumes not everyone shares the same knowledge of 
organisational and policy processes, and therefore skilled entrepreneurs, knowing more 
about processes, are in a position to manipulate policy. However, this 'manipulation' 
may be limited in practice where structural factors, such as institutional rules or wider 
socio-economic forces in effect constrain action. 
Third, is Zahariadis' (2003: 86) response to analysts who stress that ideas are of 
particular importance in the initial phases of policy processes, for example, agenda-
setting (Regan, 1993), but are seen as being of lesser significance in explaining policy 
outputs, by arguing that 'ideology is a necessary but not sufficient determinant of choice 
[where] ... This deficiency is ameliorated by opportunism'. Thus, as Zahariadis 
observes, to highlight either ideology or opportunism in understanding policy can limit 
our potential analysis. MS therefore seeks to 'uncover' rather than assume rationality in 
the policy process. Kingdon (1995), too, in revising the MSF, states that political 
ideology is central to policy formation as it provides meaning to action and a 'guide' to 
identifying which issues are seen as important. Therefore, 'ideology' is viewed as 
invoking 'idea-guided behaviour' in policy actors (Reich (ed.), 1990). Fourth, 
Zahariadis (1999: 80) maintains that 'The ideology of the governing party (or coalition) 
shapes the kind of issues that will rise to the agenda and demarcates the solutions 
available for adoption'. Therefore, the role and influence of policy eWes is important in 
shaping policy. Again, these revisions indicate a shift towards a neo-pluralist account of 
power in policy analysis at the meso-Ievel. 
At face value, the MSF appears to offer insights into sport policy processes that can 
prove fruitful in any analysis given the characteristics of the sport policy area 
(Houlihan, 2000b). However as the MSF highlights the importance of argument and 
ideas in policy-making and downplays institutional power and systemic bias, it may not 
be able to fully explain sport policy. Further, the analytical framework may understate 
the significant influence of the state on policy, where it is contended that power in the 
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sports policy area is concentrated (within government) despite the existence of an 
organisational pluralism, as evidence of plurality is not evidence supporting pluralism. 
Finally, the framework has undergone little empirical testing due to the fact that it has 
no explicit hypotheses and therefore falsification is problematic, apart from its limited 
use by Chalip (1995, 1996). The author will therefore draw upon MS, but its direct 
application may be limited. In particular, Houlihan (2005) suggested it only offers a 
partial understanding of policy stability; the relationship of ideas to interests is under-
theorised; and it is overly focused on agenda-setting as opposed to the 'whole' policy 
process. In sum, its strengths are its easy integration with concepts in other analytical 
frameworks such as policy networks; it has some utility for explaining policy change 
given its focus on 'circumstance'; the concept of 'spill-over' of policy from other policy 
areas has potential value, as does 'policy entrepreneur' where a lack of systemic 
embeddedness exists for sport into national policy systems (Houlihan and White, 2002); 
and the framework facilitates analysis over time. 
The advocacy coalition framework 
The advocacy coalition framework (ACF) complements and arguably extends the 
premises of the policy networks and multiple streams theoretical frameworks, within a 
neo-pluralist theory of the state and conception of power, into a 'theory' that has a 
specific focus on explaining policy change. The ACF arguably meets the criteria of a 
'theory' (Lave and March, 1975; King, Keohane, and Verba, 1994) as most of the 
critical terms used are clearly defined, with propositions clearly stated and internally 
consistent. It has two causal drivers (the core beliefs of actors and exogenous 
'perturbations'); it has many falsifiable hypotheses; and it is broad in application. 
The development of the ACF can be seen as a 'progressive research program' (Lakatos, 
1978) that has stimulated much published policy research; including recent research on 
elite sport policy (Green and Houlihan, 2005a). The ACF has been modified since the 
initial version (Sabatier, 1988) that attempted to synthesise the stronger features of the 
'top-down' and 'bottom-up' approaches to policy implementation and to act as an 
alternative to and improvement upon the heuristic 'stages approach' to understanding 
the policy process. A particular strength of the ACF is that it incorporates Lukes' (1974) 
three 'faces' of power; the pluralist focus on observable decision-making; the elite 
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theory focus on non-decisions; and the neo-Marxist focus on the structured context for 
action. In this sense, it is a neo-pluralist analytical framework. 
As opposed to Rational Choice approaches to policy analysis (Ostrom, 1999), the ACF 
does not assume that actors are driven primarily by economic/political self-interest, but 
assumes that actors' goals are usually complex. Sabatier (1999: 130) states; 'an 
individual's ability to perceive the world and to process that information is affected by 
cognitive biases and constraints'. Actors are viewed as instrumentally rational in the 
sense of seeking to use resources to achieve goals, but self-interest need not be the 
causal driver. Instead, 'actors are driven by a set of policy-oriented goals comprising 
value priorities and conceptions of whose welfare should be of greatest concern' 
(Sabatier, 1999: 130). Hence the focus of the ACF on beliefs in policy processes, where 
pre-existing beliefs constitute a lens through which actors perceive policy, and further, it 
is policy core beliefs that provide the principal glue of coalitions of interests (Zafonte 
and Sabatier, 1998). 
The unit of analysis is the policy subsystem (or area) in which advocacy coalitions 
compete for recognition and resources. Sabatier (1999: 119) states, 'A subsystem 
consists of those actors from a variety of public and private organisations who are 
actively concerned with a policy problem or issue ... and who regularly seek to influence 
public policy in that domain'. A policy subsystem (or area) includes not only interest 
groups, administrative agencies and legislative committees, but also journalists, 
researchers, policy analysts and individuals at all levels of government who are active in 
a policy area. Moreover, those involved in implementing policy are included in the 
subsystem, not only those who formulate policy, as the boundaries between policy 
formulation and implementation are blurred in practice, and those who operationalise 
policy have some influence on which ideas and interests are represented in formulating 
policy. 
Policy subsystems normally comprise between two and four advocacy coalitions (a 
similar concept to policy community), which compete for influence, although one might 
be dominant. The ACF assumes that actors can be aggregated into a number of 
'advocacy coalitions' composed of various government and private/voluntary sector 
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organisations. Each coalition shares both a set of normative and causal beliefs, and 
engages in 'a non-trivial degree of co-ordinated activity over time' (such as policy 
formulation). Sabatier (1999) argues that at anyone time, each coalition adopts one or 
more strategies that involve the use of guidance instruments (defined as budgets, 
personnel, information and/or changes in rules) in an attempt to realise policy 
objectives. Sabatier distinguishes between a nascent subsystem (one in the process of 
forming) and a mature subsystem (one that has existed for approximately ten years or 
more). He further defines a mature policy subsystem as where the participants regard 
themselves as a semiautonomous community who seek to influence policy; and where 
an 'organisational residue' or an administrative structure including government agencies 
and interest groups exist. Sabatier (1991) and Sabatier and lenkins-Smith (1993) also 
explore the importance of policy subsystems in policy formulation and implementation. 
They emphasise the relationships within policy subsystems as the key to understanding 
how decision-making works. The ACF has much in common therefore with the policy 
networks approach (cf. Rhodes, 1996). Further, 'Policy brokers' act to mediate between 
competing coalitions as is the case for 'policy entrepreneurs' in the MSF. In the ACF, 
knowledge plays a pivotal role and therefore, parallels can be drawn with the concepts 
of epistemic communities (Haas, 1992) and discourse coalitions (Bulkeley, 2000). 
In terms of beliefs, Sabatier (1999) organises the belief systems of each coalition into a 
hierarchical tripartite structure. Belief systems provide the source of cohesion within 
coalitions, with beliefs being disaggregated into three levels. This consists of, first, deep 
core beliefs; basic ontological and normative beliefs, such as the relative value placed 
on individual freedom; second, policy core beliefs; a coalition's basic normative 
commitments and causal perceptions, including, for example, the choice of policy 
instruments; and third, secondary aspects of a coalition's belief system, for example, 
policy preferences regarding desirable resource allocations. It is argued that deep core 
beliefs are very resistant to change, with policy core beliefs less fixed as these beliefs 
may change over time with the gradual accumulation of evidence to the contrary of 
beliefs held. Following this line of argument, it can be expected that 'secondary aspects' 
of beliefs are more susceptible to change. In using the ACF, it therefore becomes 
necessary to investigate the beliefs of those seeking to influence policy selection. The 
ACF premises that policy incorporates implicit theories about how objectives are 
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conceptualised and achieved. Public policies and programmes include value priorities, 
perceptions of causal relationships and assumptions regarding the efficacy of policy 
instruments. As Sabatier (1999: 120) observes, the utility of the ACF is in it's 'ability to 
map beliefs and policies on the same "canvas" provides a vehicle for assessing the 
influence of actors over time'. 
Apart from beliefs, Sabatier (1999) conceives of two sets of exogenous variables that 
impact upon the constraints and opportunities of subsystem actors. These are relatively 
stable 'parameters' including socio-cultural values, natural resources of the political 
system and basic constitutional structure, and relatively dynamic 'external (system) 
events' including changes in socio-economic conditions, public opinion and governing 
coalitions. Although normative 'core beliefs' change slowly over time, changes in the 
policy core are 'usually the results of perturbations in non-cognitive factors external to 
the subsystem' (Sabatier, 1993: 19-20). These influences include changes in governing 
coalitions (for example, the impact of the 'New Right' Conservative administrations, 
1979-97 on sports policy), or changes in macro-economic conditions (e.g. the 1973 'oil 
crisis') or impacts from adjacent policy areas (such as education and health). In terms of 
how and why policy changes, Parsons (1995: 196) states, 'Change in the policy 
subsystem is a result of the interplay of 'relatively stable parameters' and external 
events, which frame the constraints and resources of the actors in the subsystem and the 
interactions within the policy subsystem itself. The ACF is represented 
diagrammatically as follows (figure 2). 
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Figure 2: The Advocacy Coalition Framework 
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The ACF assumes that understanding policy change requires a time perspective of at 
least a decade in order to complete at least one 'formulation - implementation -
reformulation' policy cycle (Hogwood and Gunn, 1984). This is in order to better 
comprehend the variety of policy strategies pursued by policy actors over time. The 
resultant changes subsequently feedback into the beliefs and resources of coalitions; a 
process of 'policy-oriented learning'. From Sabatier's perspective, Policy learning 
remains a concept restricted to the elite subsystem actors. Policy-oriented learning may 
underpin relatively long-term policy change (Sabatier, 1998: 104). However, competing 
conceptions of 'learning' to the ACF (e.g. Lindbolm, 1986) emphasise the need to 
include all 'actors' including public opinion. Sabatier (1998) concedes, in his updated 
framework, that public opinion is a more significant influence on policy than in his 
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original version. Whereas Kingdon (1995) considers the process of defining issues in 
the context of wider social and environmental pressures, or in terms of the relationship 
of public opinion to public policy, Sabatier argues that policy-making is dominated by 
elite opinion. Sabatier adheres to the view that non-elites have 'neither the expertise, nor 
the time, nor the inclination to be active participants in the policy subsystem' (Sabatier 
and lenkins-Smith, 1993: 223). However, the ACF does not assume policy-making 
systems are consensual or dominated by stable elites. Hence, the ACF embodies a neo-
pluralist standpoint. Parsons (1995) questions whether successful coalitions are those 
that learn 'better' than others, or those which hold the greater resources and power. 
Parsons argues that coalitions may change as they advance core interests; hence no 
rational learning process is required. Although 'policy-oriented learning' is not a 
specific aspect of this study, it may be an aspect in explaining policy change and will be 
addressed at the analysis stage of the research. Other critiques of the ACF include that 
of Bulkeley (2000: 733) who claims that the 'ACF does not address the ways in which 
actors 'create' the social and political world in which they operate, in as much as it 'fails 
to grasp the interaction between actors within policy coalitions by conceptualising 
discourse as a means through which learning is communicated' (cited in Green and 
Houlihan, 2004). Green and Houlihan (2004) also note that the ACF lacks 'a fully 
articulated theory of power' which weakens the ACF's analytic capacity. In particular, 
the authors note that the ACF would benefit from giving greater weight to the 
organisational arrangements of the state and the relationship between the state and 
organisations in civil society. In this respect, the ACF can be complimented with 
insights from institutionalism (cf. March and Olsen, 1989; Thelen and Steinmo, 1992). 
As Liverpool City Council (Leisure Services) is located at the hub of public policy for 
sport (see Chapter 5), the importance of institutions cannot be overlooked in this study. 
Thelen and Steinmo (1992: 2) observe how institutions 'shape how political actors 
define their interests and ... structure their relations of power to other groups'. The 
literature on institutions includes a focus on institutions as organisational entities such 
as government departments and agencies and on the culture of organisations, in order to 
highlight the significance of beliefs, norms and values in policy processes. Both areas of 
research emphasise the 'relative autonomy of political institutions from the society in 
which they exist ... and the unique patterns of historical development and the 
constraints they impose of future choices' (Howlett and Ramesh, 1995: 27). 
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Institutionalism also highlights the relationship between the behaviour of policy actors 
and the structures within which they make decisions (Hall, 1986). Institutionalism is 
relevant to the study of sport generally where authors have focused on the organisational 
infrastructure for sport as significant in shaping policy (Henry, 2001; Houlihan and 
White, 2002; Pickup, 1996; Roche, 1993). Further, the significance of the 'culture' of 
institutions has been researched by a number of authors focusing on, for example, 
disability (Thomas, 2003) or ethnicity (Carrington and McDonald, 2003). However, as 
Houlihan (2005: 170) observes, institutionalism cannot be viewed as an analytical 
framework, more of an 'analytic orientation or sensitizing concept'. For example, the 
approach does not fully explain the influences shaping institutional dynamics and 
therefore does not have significant utility for understanding policy stability and change. 
Nonetheless, insights from this approach, given the focus of the research undertaken, 
may assist in illuminating the organisational and cultural structures within institutions 
that influence the direction of sport policy, given the historical context in which sport 
policy emerged in Liverpool. 
Houlihan (2005) assesses the value of the ACF in explaining sport policy and draws the 
following conclusions. First, the ACF offers valuable insights into policy stability, 
where 'Stability is explained in terms of dominant coalitions and the persistence of deep 
core and policy core beliefs' (ibid: 173). However, the explanation of policy change is 
viewed as 'less convincing', given that the ACF relies on a combination of exogenous 
events, instrumental rationality, and policy learning, as the basis for change. Moreover, 
membership of advocacy coalitions is 'only vaguely specified' and the implication that 
coalition membership is 'open' and accessible requires more empirical support than is 
currently available' (ibid: 173). Houlihan also states that the framework is weak in its 
theorisation of power, as the ACF views 'power' as a property of ideas where policy 
actors adapt policy through a process of policy learning over time. This is in contrast to 
understanding power in policy processes through a focus on the pursuit of interests and 
resource control. Thus the ACF may not be robust enough for understanding any 
'mobilisation of bias' in policy. 
Nonetheless, despite its limitations, sport policy analysts have recently used the ACF in, 
first, explaining elite sport development policy (Green and Houlihan, 2005a), finding 
some evidence for the existence of advocacy coalitions in the UK and broad 
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applicability of the framework; second, explaining UK sport development policy 
(Houlihan and White, 2002); and third, in explaining sport regulatory policy in the 
European Union (Parrish, 2003). These studies support the idea that the ACF has utility 
as a 'point of entry' into understanding sport policy, particularly given its broad-based 
approach to the whole policy process by contrast with frameworks that highlight 
specific aspects or 'stages' of processes. Further, the ACF has value for explaining 
policy change given its recommended analytical application over a period of five to ten 
years, particularly as sport policy in England has undergone substantive change in the 
period 1995 to 2006. Parsons (1995: 203) concludes that, despite some reservations, the 
ACF is 'a notable contribution to synthesizing a range of approaches into a coherent and 
robust theory which links the early phases of the policy cycle - problem definition and 
agenda-setting with decision-making and implementation'. 
Insights from other theoretical approaches 
Theories of urban politics, governance and local government 
The research underpinning this study centres on sport policy in the public sector in an 
urban setting, where Liverpool City Council have to a large extent shaped sport policy 
(see Chapter 5). This focus invites theories of urban politics into the study (see for 
example, Judge, Stoker and Wolman (eds.), 1995) and the politics of local government 
and governance (Stoker, 1991; Stoker (ed.), 2000). It is intended that this body of 
literature serves to complement the meso-level neo-pluralist theoretical approach taken 
in this study. Regime theory (Stone, 1989, 1993), for example, has a close theoretical 
association to neo-pluralism, where business control over investment decisions and 
resource allocations are central to understanding public sector behaviour, where a 
'regime' is defined as a 'relatively stable group with access to institutional resources 
that enable it to have a sustained role in making governing decisions' (Stone, 1989: 4: 
original emphasis). Regime theory is also closely associated with the policy networks 
literature, where although hierarchy and bargaining are important in understanding the 
policy process, it is cooperation between interests that results in effective policymaking 
and implementation. The theory also offers utility in understanding policy change in an 
urban setting through addressing issues of power, where interests 'blend their capacities 
to achieve common purposes' (ibid: 55), hence a focus on the interdependence of 
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governmental and non-governmental interests. Insights from regime theory may be of 
particular utility in understanding sport policy as related to land-use planning in the 
context of city undergoing 'regeneration' (see Chapter 7). Moreover, in relation to the 
study undertaken, the theory has been widely used in research on single city case 
studies, where this approach highlights the strategies of policy actors in sustaining the 
capacity to influence policy. 
In these respects, the theory can be seen as complementary to the meso-level policy 
analysis as outlined, but perhaps most importantly, however, is the fact that regime 
theory offers a framework for analysing power relations. The theory identifies four 
types of power, namely systemic, where interests gain influence through their location 
or position within socio-economic structures; command or social control, involving the 
active mobilisation of resources to achieve compliance with policy goals and is 
therefore an issue of capacity; coalition power, where actors engage in bargaining in 
search of consensus, and where coalitional arrangements tend to be unstable; and pre-
emptive power, where leadership is critical in complex policy areas to building and 
sustaining governing capacity, hence an intentional aspect of power. Those coalitions 
that can retain influence over time are therefore those with systemic power, embedded 
within institutions and policy processes, who can mobilise resources relatively easily, 
and are also able to manipulate their strategic advantage through bargaining and 
leadership in complex policy environments. 
As this study considers local government sport policy in relation to central government 
policy, it would be remiss to exclude a theoretical foci on the politics of local 
government (Stoker, 1991) and local governance (Stoker (ed.), 2000). The key 
dimensions of the extensive and diverse literature around local policy processes that 
may be of value in the study of sport policy in Liverpool, include central-local 
government relations; the literature around local government financing and spending 
control; the internal politics of local government; and relations between local interest 
groups and local authorities; each dimension being a component of an historical account 
of local government. These dimensions are briefly outlined as follows in order to 
underpin an analysis of the empirical research (Chapters 5-8). 
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As Stoker (1991: xiv) notes, 'Local government has during the 1980s found itself 
buffeted and challenged by a range of forces including public expenditure constraints, 
economic restructuring, increased politicisation and changed public perspectives'. 
Liverpool, in particular, was at the centre of political and economic tensions between 
central and local government (see Chapter 5). Henry (1993, 2001) highlights the impact 
of Competitive Compulsory Tendering (CCT) and its replacement, Best Value, on 
leisure and sport services in local authorities, for example, within the 'modernisation' 
agenda of central government. The key dimension of local government and governance 
of value to this study, given its aim, is arguably central-local government relations. In 
conceptualising inter-government relations, Dunleavy (1980: 105) observes that, 
'Councils are located and locate themselves in what may be termed the 'national local 
government system'. This may be taken to describe the complex web of inter- and 
supra-authority relations which can exert a strong influence on the policies pursued in 
particular localities' 
Of particular significance in understanding central-local government relations is the 
major shift and direction of this relationship in the period 1979-90 under the Thatcher 
administrations (chapter 5 explores these relations in respect of Liverpool). Specific 
policy instruments used to steer local government policy processes included the use of 
legislation, particularly in regard to education (see chapter 6) and land-use planning (see 
chapter 7). However, the impact of central government policy on local authorities was 
perhaps not as extensive as intended, with significant resistance encountered at the local 
level (Rhodes, 1981) where an 'implementation gap' existed for national policy 
aspiration. Whereas the education policy area experienced significant change (Ranson, 
1986), areas such as sport, given minimal political salience at the time, experienced 
relatively little central government intervention. As Stoker (1991: 153) concludes, 
'What emerges is a picture of increased control but over a narrow range of matters ... 
along with control has come unintended consequences, ambiguity and uncertainty. 
Resistance from local authorities has also been stiffened and politicised'. 
In sum, despite the use of legislative power, limited consultation, targeted funding, re-
organisations, and simply by-passing local government policy processes, the Thatcher 
administrations had only a variable impact on local government working practices and 
policy priorities. However, the period 1995 to 2006 is the particular focus of this study, 
45 
where greater political salience given to 'sport' has emerged, with consequences for 
central-local government relations (as discussed in chapter 9). 
At the heart of central-local government relations is the 'battle' over local spending. The 
Local Government, Planning and Land Act 1980 is notable for introducing a new 
system for allocating central government financial support to local authorities, given 
that the Conservative government were committed to reducing spending on services not 
under direct central control. This legislation effectively meant that central government 
could decide what constituted local spending needs (Newton and Karran, 1985) and 
greater control was acquired over local capital expenditure. The establishment of the 
Audit Commission and the setting of targets and penalties were further attempts to 
'control' local government spending, particularly Labour controlled local authorities, 
where the impact of 'capping' local spending was notable in Liverpool (see chapter 5), 
particularly where an 'ideological gulf' existed between local and central government 
policy priorities. 
In respect of the internal politics of local authorities, throughout the 1970s and 1980s, it 
was generally accepted that an elite of senior officers and members (councillors) in 
effect controlled policy (Saunders, 1979). However, Stoker (1991) argues that multiple 
sources of influence within local government have replaced elite control; identifying 
areas such as the ruling political party group (cf. Rose, 1984); inter-departmental 
conflicts; intra-departmental conflicts; and councillors as ward representatives, in 
addition to the 'elite' of senior officers and councillors. The Local Government and 
Housing Act 1989 is viewed as important in this respect as it made changes to decision-
making structures to increase 'checks and balances' on party political influence (Stoker, 
1991: 111). Again, the internal politics of Liverpool City Council, as related to Leisure 
Services, in the period 1995 to 2006, is a component of focus of this study, as it may 
impact on sport policy processes and outcomes. 
The relationship between local authorities and local interest groups is also of relevance 
to this thesis. Stoker (1991) identifies four types of interests group: namely, producer 
groups including business and professional bodies; community groups; 'cause' groups 
such as the area playing fields association (see Chapter 7); and not-for-profit groups, 
such as sports clubs, area representatives of national governing bodies of sport, and 
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representative bodies for sport in the voluntary sector such as the Liverpool Sports 
Forum (see Chapter 5). Clearly, some group types span more than one category, but for 
this study, it is the relationship between the local authority and voluntary sector sports 
bodies including 'cause' groups that is of the greatest concern. In terms of theorising 
this relationship, the pluralist/elitist 'debate' has dominated research. The elitist view 
assumes local authorities are enclosed organisations 'unresponsive, oligarchic and 
inward-looking' (Dunleavy, 1980: 150) where power is concentrated at senior 
officer/member level, with producer group interests achieving privileged access to 
policy processes. Further, sustained informal contact between 'insider' groups and the 
elite within local government, coupled with shared values and beliefs and a common 
sense of purpose, ensures policy priorities are retained and other influences excluded, 
resulting in a state of 'political communion' (Saunders, 1980). These 'insider groups' 
may change however, as for example, Trade Union power dominant in the 1970s and 
1980s was gradually replaced in the 1990s to date, in some cities, such as Liverpool, by 
the power of business interests, and the rise of local corporatism (Grant, 1989). Thus, 
local authority priorities reflect the particular dominant influences within a locality. 
However, neo-pluralist accounts of local government, although recognising the 
significant influence of 'elites', highlight the increasing strength of local interest groups, 
an increasing diversity and complexity of local interest group politics, and the growing 
structural influence of some interests. Given that there is therefore an 'ambiguity' of 
power in localities, the actual distribution of power remains an empirical question to be 
explored. 
This study, whilst recognising the dimensions of local government and governance as 
outlined, also recognises other aspects of sport policy processes, such as the structural 
location and representation of sport within the local authority; the culture of the 
organisation; and the career histories of officers, as important components of sport 
policy processes impacting on policy stability and change (see Chapter 5). 
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Selection of an approach for sport policy analysis 
Houlihan (2000b: 1) argues that, 
'while the current state of theory building has provided a number of insights into the sport policy process, 
too many concepts, theories and frameworks have been either inappropriate or have required significant 
adaptation to fit the peculiarities of the policy field as it developed in the UK'. 
Major theorisation's tend to assume the policy process consists of a distinct set of policy 
actors working with a definable 'policy area' or sector. Further, these actors are seen as 
possessing clear objectives, organisational capacity and specific resources. Moreover, 
theories conceptualise the policy process in terms of power, pro-action, self-confident 
advocacy and effective strategising. Houlihan (2000b) suggests such theory-building to 
be the product of an approach which selects issues of major contemporary political 
salience with a clear public definition, including specialised and resource-rich interest 
groups, public administrative agencies with a long history of government interaction, 
and where debate takes place in recognised institutional arenas. Policy areas where 
policy spill-over blurs subsystem boundaries, and where stable and central arenas for 
debate do not exist, for example, are not widely researched or theorised, including sport. 
Therefore, for sport, the very concept of policy-making may be misleading in 
understanding sport policy. Dery (1999) clarifies the distinction between policy-making 
and policy-taking, which may have utility for the analysis of sport policy in particular. 
Dery states that, policy-making 'implicitly presumes control over key variables that 
shape policy in a given area', whereas policy-taking 'denotes the pursuit of a given set 
of policy objectives, which is primarily or entirely shaped by the pursuit of other 
objectives ... the resulting policy ... [isl ... the by-product of policies that are made and 
implemented to pursue objectives other than those of the policy in question' (Dery, 
1999: 165-6). 
In line with Houlihan (2005: 167-8), this study recognises four criteria against which the 
three meso-Ievel frameworks can be evaluated. First, the frameworks must offer the 
capacity to explain both policy stability and change (Sabatier, 1999). This is because 
sport policy has experienced rapid change in the last decade with significant 
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intervention from central government (see Chapter 4). Second, the frameworks must 
have the potential to illuminate a range of aspects of the policy process, so that policy 
'as a whole' can be evaluated, particularly given the broad-based and exploratory nature 
of the research. Third, the frameworks must have applicability and utility across policy 
areas, as the sport policy area experiences 'policy spill-over' from other areas such as 
education, land-use planning and health. Houlihan (2005: 168) argues that, 'The 
application of analytic frameworks in policy areas beyond sport should result in greater 
sensitivity to the distinctive features ofthe sport policy area' and further 'Comparison of 
policy areas allows greater insight into the significance of systemic factors such as 
bureaucratic processes, organizational culture, and political party ideology'. Fourth, the 
framework should facilitate an historical analysis of policy change, of a period of five 
to ten years minimum, as a shorter time span would only provide a 'snapshot' of policy 
and may serve to confuse 'minor fluctuations' in policy direction with 'sustained 
change'. Further, over a time period such as a decade, 'significant explanatory factors' 
are more likely to be identified, than over a year, for example. Moreover, accounting for 
the historical emergence of policy is in line with the core tenets of critical realism in 
which this study is grounded (see Chapter 3). 
Before applying policy theory to sport policy analysis, it is necessary to identify the key 
characteristics of the sport policy area in order to provide a 'point of entry' for the 
analysis. The sport policy area has the characteristics of recency, increasing government 
intervention, embedded beliefs, a dispersed administrative context, and it is a policy 
area that experiences significant exogenous influences (Houlihan, 2000b). First, in terms 
of recency, Houlihan (2005: 163) observes that whereas 'few governments in the 1960s 
gave any explicit budgetary or ministerial recognition to sport, by the mid-1990s sport 
was an established feature in the machinery of government of most economically 
developed countries'. Second, related to the rise in political salience of sport, is the 
increasing level of government intervention in sport policy (Houlihan, 1991, 1997), 
most notably in the period since 1995 (Green, 2004a). Third, the sport policy area is 
characterised by many competing ideologies and beliefs both outside of the state and 
within it. Government policy preferences for sport embody values which reflect political 
'positions' on the left/right political continuum and can be related to specific political 
ideologies (Henry, 1993; 2001). Also, sport policy preferences embody a range of 
causal claims, for example, 'widening participation extends elite success' and 
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'sport/exercise alleviates social problems'. Arguably, the sport policy area is 
'ideologically polarised'. Therefore, the ACF is seen as having applicability for 
analysing sport policy, given the partial focus on the 'hierarchy of beliefs', and given 
that one characteristic of the sport policy area is the 'embedded beliefs' of competing 
interests, or 'advocacy coalitions' (Houlihan, 2005). 
Fourth, the sport policy area is highly differentiated in terms of its organisation and 
administration, with a plethora of bodies representing many sports and different 
government departments and agencies with a remit for different aspects of the policy 
area (Roche, 1993; Houlihan and White, 2002). Given that sport services are delivered 
through government departments and agencies including, most notably, the DCMS, 
Sport England and local authority leisure services, as well as county and regional 
bodies, it is important to recognise institutional history, context, resources and culture in 
any analysis of sport policy, including administrative and funding dimensions, that in 
part shapes the behaviour of policy actors. However, as Houlihan (2005: 175) states, 
'Beyond this admittedly important, but one-dimensional admonition, institutionalism 
appears limited'. By contrast, Houlihan (2005) claims a potential utility for the MS 
framework in future research, given the degree of change and opportunism in complex 
policy areas such as 'sport' where a high level of organisational fragmentation exists. 
Fifth, due to its amorphous nature, the sports policy area is subject to a range of 
influences exogenous to it, including impacts from other policy areas, or 'policy spill-
over', such as from the education and health sectors. In addition, the media can play a 
role in 'crisis' in sport that can act as 'focusing events' in policy change. Further, the 
area has increasingly been susceptible to business interests, for example, the increasing 
role of the private sector in local government leisure services. Given the lack of 
'systemic embeddedness', the area can also be subject to 'Napoleonic interventions' 
from government ministers. Further, policy entrepreneurs, or policy brokers in the 
language of the ACF, can perhaps be identified attempting to shape policy where there 
has been variable influence of collective interests on policy (see Chapter 4 for an 
analysis of sport policy). In sum, it is argued that openness or vulnerability is a 
distinctive characteristic of the policy area where other policy areas and non-sporting 
interests can be influential. Arguably, in 'crowded policy spaces', there is greater scope 
for individual policy brokering or entrepreneurship, especially where interests have yet 
to become embedded in the political and administrative infrastructure, as in the case of 
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'sport', and by contrast with the embeddedness of interests with adjacent policy areas, 
such as education, land-use planning and health. Houlihan and Green (2006) note the 
significance of one such policy entrepreneur for school sport policy (see Chapter 6). 
Given these characteristics, Houlihan (2005: 176) surmises that an adequate framework 
for analysis should allow an exploration of the structure/agency relationship, where 
'structure' includes a focus on the administrative infrastructure of the state, the pattern 
of non-state interests that represent sport, the structure of beliefs, ideas, norms and 
values, and the interaction of interests and ideas. Further, a proposed framework should 
have the capacity to explain policy stability and change; hence an historical analysis of 
policy is viewed as critical in any analysis. Houlihan (2005: 176) concludes that 'the 
most fruitful strategy for framework construction is to take the ACF as the starting 
point, due to its ambitions to be comprehensive, the extent of application in the field of 
policy analysis and its particular concern with policy change over the medium term'. 
Further, in reference to the ACF, Houlihan (2000b: 8) suggests that 'coalitions' within a 
policy subsystem 'provides a potentially useful modification to the concept of the policy 
community with its assumptions of substantial value consensus'. 
In order to strengthen the analytical potential of the ACF, Houlihan (2005) draws on 
Benson (1979, 1982) in extending the potential application of the ACF to sport policy. 
Benson conceived of 'layers of influence', with administrative arrangements at the 
shallowest end of the spectrum, and subject to change, but nonetheless significant for 
any analysis of policy, particular as these arrangements can become embedded over 
time (Granovetter, 1985) (see Chapter 5 for an analysis of Liverpool local authority 
sport interests). In the sport policy area, local authority policy co-exists with a range of 
national agencies linked to central government departments, where 'a steady growth in 
organizational complexity and specialization' has emerged (ibid: 177). These 
administrative arrangements can be seen as 'nested within an ever-ascending hierarchy 
of yet more fundamental, yet more authoritative rules and regimes, and practices and 
procedures' (Goodin and K1ingemann, 1996: 18). Thus relatively stable parameters and 
preferences congeal within these administrative arrangements, including perceptions of 
problems, working practices, and choice of policy tools. 
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Houlihan also identifies patterns of inter-organisational resource dependencies as 
important in understanding the 'shallow' end of 'structures of society'. The focus here is 
the distribution of resources such as finance, expertise, facilities, authority, 
administrative capacity and political legitimacy. Of note is the introduction of the 
National Lottery, with sport a 'good cause', which 'has increased markedly the 
influence of central government and its agencies' in the sport policy area, through 
enforcing 'modernisation' of NGBs for sport (Houlihan, 2005: 177) and local authority 
services with a remit for sport. In other words, the 'extended state' has extended its 
capacity to steer policy through the strategic manipulation of resources. 
At the next 'deeper' level of analysis, structural interest groups exist, such as demand 
groups (e.g. facility users, voluntary sector lobbying bodies), provider groups (such as 
leisure service managers, PE teachers and sports development officers), direct support 
groups (local authorities, schools and NGBs of sport), and indirect support groups 
(funding sources outside of sport, but accessible by sports bodies, including NOF and 
NRF, and non-sport local authority services, such as land-use planning, education and 
health departments). At this level, the impact of exogenous influences such as socio-
economic factors is most acute, in addition to the benefits and costs of government 
policy priorities. Houlihan and White (2002) argue that structural interest groups have 
'significant defensive potential to protect recent resource gains' (in Houlihan, 2005: 
180). 
At the 'deepest level' are the 'rules of structure formation' (Benson, 1982) or the 
'dominant policy paradigm' that consists of beliefs, values and assumptions that 
influence policy choice and administrative practice. Here, New Labour's dominant 
policy paradigm can be seen to consist of concepts such as 'social inclusion', 
'modernisation' and 'joined-up governance'. Within this paradigm is the 'service-
specific policy paradigm' where 'sport for all' has over time been replaced with a 
greater priority given to elite sport (see Chapter 4) and instrumental uses of sport such 
as health promotion (see Chapter 8). The 'rules of structure formation' or 'deep 
structure' (Benson, 1982) therefore sets the parameters for policy action and inaction. In 
sum, in assimilating Benson's analysis of the structural context for policymaking and 
implementation into a 'modified' ACF, Houlihan (2005) seeks to highlight the 
importance of the historical context in which policy emerges and evolves, and 
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encourages research beyond the level of 'observable behaviour' in line with the core 
assumptions of neo-pluralism, and arguably this is also a position conterminous with the 
central tenets of critical realism (see chapter 3 to follow). 
This chapter has sought to detail the theoretical underpinnings for the study of sport 
policy, concluding that meso-Ievel theoretical frameworks offer significant potential for 
meeting the aim and objectives of this thesis, if located within a macro-level theory such 
as neo-pluralism. A modified version of the ACF appears to offer the greatest potential 
in this respect. Nonetheless, this study will take account of other theoretical frameworks 
in undertaking the research and explaining its findings in order to retain its exploratory 
character. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
Introduction 
This chapter details the research strategy utilised in this study. It is structured as 
follows: first, the ontological, epistemological and methodological basis of this study is 
outlined within the context of competing research paradigms (Blaikie, 1993; Grix, 2002; 
Marsh et ai, 1999; Sparkes, 1992). Second, critical realism (Archer et al (eds.), 1998; 
Bhaskar, 1975, 1979, 1986, 1998; Lewis, 2000; Sayer, 1992: Scambler, 2005) is 
identified as an appropriate theoretical underpinning for this study, and this is related to 
debates around structure and agency (Giddens, 1979, 1995; Hay, 1995; Lewis, 2002; 
Sibeon, 1999) and the material and ideational nature of social 'reality' (Johnson et ai, 
1984; Marsh et aI, 1999). Third, power is defined (Hay, 2002; Hindess, 1996; Lukes, 
1974, 1997), both in terms of the capacity of agents to realise goals and as a relational 
and structural phenomenon in line with a critical realist approach (Goverde and van 
Tatenhove, 2000) This conception of power is related to the premises of a neo-pluralist 
theory of the state (as outlined in chapter 2). 
Fourth, the research methods selected are detailed and their utility evaluated within the 
qualitative research tradition (Searle, 1999; Silverman, 1985) with a particular focus 
given to retroductive research methodology and methods (Blaikie, 2000; Bryman, 2001; 
Greckhamer and Koro-Ljungberg, 2005). The research strategy is case study-based 
(Marinetto, 1999; Yin, 1994) and triangulates the following research methods: semi-
structured interviews (Devine 1995; Richards, 1996); document analysis (Altheide, 
1996; Grix, 2002); and participant! non-participant observation (Denscombe, 2003). 
This section includes an identification of a strategy for an analysis of the interviewee 
and documentary data (Biddle et ai, 2001; Flick, 1998) and it identifies the limitations 
of this type of research (Mackie and Marsh, 1995) and the limitations associated with 
this specific study. Finally, the research strategy for this study, that examines the 
influence of local sport interests in mediating national sport policy initiatives, is 
summarised. 
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Paradigms in social science research 
Patton (1978: 1) states, 'A paradigm is a world view, a general perspective, a way of 
breaking down the complexity of the real world .... paradigms tell us what is important, 
legitimate, and reasonable. Paradigms are also normative, telling the practitioner what to 
do without the necessity of long existential or epistemological consideration'. Crucially, 
Patton adds that the strength of a paradigm is that it facilitates action but its weakness is 
that the reason for action is hidden and perhaps unquestioned. Guba and Lincoln (1987) 
observe that paradigms are also belief systems, that is, the fundamental positions 
adopted by researchers without 'proof. Essentially, paradigms provide a lens through 
which to perceive social reality. Lincoln (1990) cites a paradigm 'revolution' in the 
social sciences over the last forty years where there is little or no consensus across 
disciplines concerning what constitutes 'proper' research procedures, the 'best' 
theoretical approaches, 'important' findings, or even important problems to investigate. 
Within this turbulent intellectual environment, Blaikie (1993: 201) observes that 'The 
existence of an array of divergent approaches and strategies for social enquiry poses the 
problem of choice for the social researcher', who, in this study, is not only confronted 
with the particular difficulties of researching 'sport' and 'policy', but also with a 
bewildering array of theory and methods each claiming to have utility in understanding 
complex social and political phenomena. Within this research context, it becomes 
necessary to assess the relative strengths and weaknesses of different paradigms for 
explaining policy processes. Specifically, ontological, epistemological and 
methodological assumptions need to be identified and explained, that in turn influence 
(but do not determine) the selection of methods for undertaking this study (Stoker, 
1995: 14; Grix, 2002; Lewis, 2002). Sparkes (1992: 14) concludes that, 
'all researchers make assumptions of some kind ... in relation to issues of ontology, epistemology, human 
nature and methodology and these assumptions tend to cluster together and are given coherence within 
the frameworks of particular paradigms'. 
Therefore, Kirk and Miller (1986) emphasise the importance of clearly stating the 
theoretical orientations and preconceptions of the researcher. Moreover, it is argued that 
an articulation of the position adopted will assist in the internal coherence of the 
conclusions reached in this study. 
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Ontology, epistemology and methodology 
Ontological assumptions are concerned with what we believe constitutes social reality 
(Blaikie, 2000: 8). Grix (2002: 177) states that ontological assumptions act as the point 
of departure for research, after which epistemological and methodological positions 
'logically follow'. Ontological questions concern the nature of the social world, that is, 
'whether the reality to be investigated is external to the individual - imposing itself on 
individual consciousness from without [objectivism/positivism] - or the product of 
individual consciousness' [constructivism/relativism] (Burrell and Morgan, 1979: 1). 
Epistemology, in short, is the theory of knowledge that is embedded in both theoretical 
perspectives and in method, and, whereas ontology is about 'what we may know', 
epistemology 'involves a certain understanding of how we know what we know' 
(Greckhamer and Koro-Ljungberg, 2005: 737). 
The study undertaken is premised on the ontological and epistemological assumptions 
associated with realism, and more specifically, critical realism (Archer et al (eds.), 
1998; Bhaskar, 1975, 1979, 1986, 1998; Hay, 1995, 2002; Lewis, 2000, 2002; Sayer, 
1992). In order to clarify where realism is located on the positivism (objectivism) -
realism - relativism (constructivism) 'continuum', a table (2) follows which summarises 
the core assumptions of three competing paradigms. 
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Table 2: Core assumptions of, and differences between, Positivism, Realism and 
Relativism 
Positivism [objectivism] Realism Relativism [constructivism or 
interpretivism] 
'Reality' exists independent of our 'Reality' exists independent of our 'Reality' does not exist independent 
knowledge of it knowledge of it of our knowledge of it 
Agents cannot shape reality - they Agents can shape (construct, Agents determine reality 
are shaped by it (determinism) deconstruct, reconstruct) reality but 
not determine it - action is shaped 
by antecedent social structures 
There is no dichotomy between 'Reality' consists both of 'deep 'Reality' is socially. or discursively. 
appearance and reality (there are no structures' that cannot be directly constructed. There is no 'objective 
'deep structures') observed, and 'surface' social reality' beyond our subjective 
phenomena that can be directly experience or discourse 
observed. Social life is not simply a 
discursive construction 
Social phenomena exist independent While social phenomena exist Social phenomena do not exist 
of our interpretation of them independent of our interpretation of independent of our interpretation of 
them, discursive construction does them. Interpretations (discursi ve 
condition outcomes, but does not construction) determine outcomes 
determine outcomes 
'Objective reality' can be directly Researchers study both unobservable Research seeks to interpret social 
observed by using theory to generate and observable behaviour. phenomena. Meanings can only be 
hypotheses which can be tested (and Unobservable 'structures' are understood within discourses 
falsified). Researchers seeks 'truths' inferred 
that are independent of the 
researcher 
Source: Adapted from Green (2003) and Marsh et al (1999: 11-14) 
Hay (2002: 5) states that 'ontology logically precedes epistemology which logically 
precedes methodology', where methodology concerns 'how we go about acquiring the 
knowledge which exists', As Grix (2002: 179) notes, 'Methodology is concerned with 
the logic of scientific inquiry; in particular with investigating the potentialities and 
limitations of particular techniques or procedures_ The term pertains to the science and 
study of methods and the assumptions about the ways in which knowledge is produced'_ 
Crotty (1998: 3) is more specific in defining methodology as 'the strategy, plan of 
action, process or design lying behind the choice and use of particular methods and 
linking the choice and use of methods to the desired outcomes', whereas Blaikie (2000: 
8) identifies methods as the 'techniques or procedures used to collate and analyse data', 
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Greckhamer and Koro-Ljungberg (2005: 733-34) state that 'researchers acquire 
knowledge of the epistemological background and the theoretical assumptions 
embedded in a method and take these into account when using the method', and 
therefore they reject the strategic or intuitive use of method, where links to 
epistemological positions are unclear or un-stated. Therefore, as Bulmer (1984) 
observes, research strategy and research methods or techniques are not independent of 
methodology. In other words, research techniques emerge from a theoretical position 
that reflects values, beliefs and dispositions toward social reality. As Sparkes (1992) 
argues, it is not the research problem that determines the method employed, but a prior 
intellectual, emotional and/or political commitment to a given 'worldview' or paradigm. 
However, it can be argued that the techniques of research are not intrinsically bound-up 
with a particular paradigm, but the paradigm chosen does have implications for the 
research strategy and techniques selected. Harvey (1990: 1-2) concludes that 
methodology is the point at which 'method, theory and epistemology coalesce in an 
overt way in the process of investigating specific instances within the social world'. 
The research methodology for this thesis draws on Marsh et al (1999: 1-2), who identify 
seven requirements necessary to produce a 'satisfactory account' of policy processes, 
stability and change. These requirements are, first, that the account should provide a 
historical perspective that is theoretically informed and empirically grounded. Second, 
the conception of change must be sophisticated rather than simplistic. Third, political, 
economic and ideological components of change must be included in any explanation of 
change. Fourth, the international and domestic context within which change occurs must 
be accounted for. Fifth, the account must state its epistemological position. Sixth, the 
account must utilise a dialectical approach to structure and agency. Seventh, the 
dialectical relationship between the material and ideational must be acknowledged. It is 
argued that this study accounts for each of these criteria, given that a historical account 
of sport policy, both nationally and locally, 'grounds' the empirical work undertaken in 
the period 2004 to 2006. This account is also 'grounded' in meso-level policy theory, 
centred on policy stability and change, aligned to a macro-level theory of power. 
Arguably the ACF provides a 'sophisticated' account of policy processes and change 
that accounts for ideological, political and economic factors. Green and Houlihan (2004) 
argue that the Advocacy Coalition Framework meets at least the first four requirements 
as set out by Marsh et al (1999) (see chapter 2) and an adapted form of the ACF is used 
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in this study to account for all seven of the criteria identified by Marsh et al. Although 
the study undertaken does not focus on the 'international context', only the domestic, it 
nonetheless acknowledges that domestic sport policy is not made in isolation to 
international policy processes. Finally, the fifth, sixth and seventh criteria are addressed 
fully through the vehicle of critical realism, as outlined in the following section. 
Critical realism 
The critical realist approach to social science seeks to avoid the polar extremes of 
voluntarism implicit within the relativist paradigm and determinism within the positivist 
paradigm. From the perspective of critical realism, 'there is an external, "real" world 
which is independent of its social construction, but the social or discursive construction 
of that world has an effect on outcomes and, thus, an effect on the material world' 
(Marsh et ai, 1999: 219). Bhaskar (1986) distinguishes between three ontological strata, 
where social 'reality' consists of 'underlying mechanisms' (the real), experiences (the 
empirical) and events (the actual) that are intransitive (they exist whether or not they are 
detected in research). In this sense, social structures are 'real' and possessed of causal 
powers when exercised by 'powerful particulars' (policy actors). Thus, social structures 
become 'generative mechanisms' that give rise to tendencies (forces) in 'open systems' 
(the opposite of the closed systems of the natural sciences, where prediction rather than 
explanation matters) (Scambler, 2005: 163). In sum, 'modem critical realism' 
acknowledges that both the social/political phenomena that exist independently of our 
knowledge of them, and our interpretation and understanding of these phenomena, 
shape outcomes. This then is both a rejection of the assumptions and rationales of 
positivism and relativism. In effect, Bhaskar urges social scientists to look 'beneath-the-
surface in order to explain occurrences on-the-surface' (Scambler,2005: 165); 
Research, from this perspective, therefore seeks to identify and explain both external 
'reality' and the social construction of that 'reality'. Sparkes (1992: 39) observes that 
research that focuses on how actors construct and reconstruct their 'realities' 'has 
tended to ignore the power relationships within which people operate when these 
realities are constructed'. By contrast, for critical realists, 'social and political events are 
generated by a complex causal nexus that involves both the efficient causation of actors 
and the material causation of social structure' (Lewis, 2002: 21). Sparkes (1992: 39) 
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concludes that 'social reality is not constructed in a free and voluntary process since 
negotiations are shaped by particular organisational relations, structures and conditions' . 
A relational analysis is therefore preferred in critical approaches, with the focus on how 
practices are constructed, why they are constructed in specific way, and who benefits 
from these constructions. The role of theory in critical realism is therefore to 
contextualise observable behaviour, where theory is used to infer the underlying 
structures in social/political phenomena. In practice, research involves investigation and 
explanation of the dialectical relationships between structure and agency and the 
material and ideational aspects of social 'reality'. Further, critical realism attempts to 
highlight the historically sedimented underpinnings of social reality. Thus, it is argued 
that agency, social structures, ideas and history matter in any analysis of public policy. 
Importantly for this study, a number of authors have assimilated the assumptions of 
critical realism into policy research, mainly in respect of policy network perspectives 
(Hay, 1995, 2002; Marsh et al, 1999; Marsh and Smith, 2000; 2001). Moreover, and 
more recently, policy analysts such as Scambler (2005) and Green and Houlihan 
(2005a) have utilised insights from critical realism to explain sport policy. Green and 
Houlihan (2005a: 4) state, 'From this perspective, theory helps to identify and explain 
underlying structural relationships in policy networks, communities and advocacy 
coalitions'. Hence its applicability to this study of sport policy processes and policy 
change. Moreover, in line with Green and Houlihan (ibid), the premises of critical 
realism can be reconciled with a neo-pluralist account of power (see chapter 2). For 
example, whereas classical pluralism over-emphasises the role of interest groups in 
shaping policy (an agency-led account that assumes power can be measured in terms of 
agent's intention and capacity to act), neo-pluralism recognises the way in which social 
and economic structures constrain political outcomes (Marsh, 1995: 283). Importantly, 
however, critical realism also rejects the more deterministic aspects of neo-Marxist 
'ideologically orientated inquiry'. The neo-Marxist perspective arguably underplays the 
role of reflexive agents who construct, deconstruct and reconstruct social reality. 
Moreover, it is contended that neo-Marxism overplays the role of economic forces, and 
in some cases, social class, as key variables in the analysis of social/political 
phenomena. 
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In respect of power, as critical realism is premised on an anti-foundationalist ontology 
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which recognises that not all social phenomena are directly observable, and an 
interpretivist epistemology which recognises that social phenomena may not present 
'reality' as it is, it is claimed that not all forms of power are directly observable and 
some social (political) phenomena may misrepresent themselves in practice. Critically, 
therefore, not only is it the case that the discursive construction of power mediates and 
shapes policy processes, but unobservable social structures, such as power embedded 
within the culture of an organisation (prior decisions) can also do so. Further, not only 
can the discursive construction of economic influences set the parameters for debates 
around resource allocations and policy priorities, but so can economic factors embedded 
within structures of structured privilege. 
In order to more fully comprehend critical realism and its relationship to this study, 
understandings of structure/agency and, first, the material/ideational dimensions of 
social 'reality' are explored. 
The materiaVideational debate 
Whereas positivists view social 'reality' as consisting solely of material (objective) 
phenomena, and relativists view social 'reality' as consisting of a set of ideas held by 
actors (subjective constructions), critical realists assume a dialectical relationship 
between the material and ideational. For analysts who emphasise the material character 
of social 'reality', action is understood within a context of material constraints, such as 
forms of social and political organisation. For analysts who emphasise the ideational 
character of social 'reality', 'Social action is ... a process of endowing a situation with 
meaning, and it is those meanings, ideas, symbols etc. that are the "stuff' of the social 
world' (Johnson et ai, 1984: 14). Actions of policy actors, for example, are not an 
adaptation to material conditions (behaviour) but an expression of meaning that actors 
assign to conduct through language. For critical realists, however, whereas on the one 
hand 'Ideational constructs ... have the ability to produce material effects' (Marsh et ai, 
1999: 125-6), 'material effects', on the other, in themselves shape policy processes. 
Critical realists not only attempt to synthesise the material and the ideational, but also 
agency-led and structure-led accounts of social reality; a theme explored in the 
following section. 
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The structure/agency debate 
The social and political sciences address issues surrounding active, intentional agents 
operating in a context that constrains or mediates behaviour. Therefore explanations of 
social phenomena tend to be formulated around the relative autonomy of actors/agents 
in the environment in which they act. As Hay (1995: 189) observes, 'Every time we 
construct, however tentatively, a notion of social, political or economic causality we 
appeal. .. to ideas about structure and agency'. Different positions taken with respect to 
structure and agency reflect different epistemological and ontological positions, and this 
affects the methodological orientation ofthis study. Hay (1995: 193) maps the positions 
in the structure-agency debate as follows: 
Table 3: Positions in the structure-agency debate 
'Insider' account 'Outsider' account 
(agency·centred) (structure-centred) 
Simple view of Intentionalism Structuralism 
structure-agency 
Dialectical view of structure-agency Structuration Theory Critical realism, 
Strategic-relational approach 
Source: Hay (1995. 193) 
Hay (1995) argues that critical realism (Bhaskar, 1986) provides a 'structure-centred' 
account of social practice that embodies a dialectical view of structure/agency. Critical 
realists posit the existence of 'layers of structure which condition agency and which 
define the range of potential strategies that might be deployed by agents .. .in attempting 
to realise their intentions' (Hay, 1995: 199). From the standpoint of critical realism, 
agency acquires meaning relative to 'deep structures' and these structures both constrain 
and enable the actions of agents, and define the potential range of options and strategies 
open to actors. Importantly, actors have, at least in theory, the potential to transform 
structures through action, and thus produce intended (and unintended) consequences. 
Agency is therefore not neglected or downplayed in this 'structure-centred' account. In 
fact, as Marsh et at (1999: 15) claim that, 'Agents are, in a sense, "bearers" of structural 
positions ... they interpret those structures. At the same time, structures are not 
unchanging; they change in part because of the strategic decisions of the agents 
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operating within the structure'. Unlike critical realism, structuration theory (Giddens, 
1984: 9) defines 'structure' in terms of 'rules and resources', which as Giddens (1979: 
91) states 'are the media through which power is exercised'. Layder (1985) argues that 
Giddens de-emphasises the effects of structural constraints, by neglecting 'deep 
structures' in his account. It is in this sense that structuration theory can be viewed as an 
agency-led account of social practice whereas critical realism can be typified as a 
'structure-led' account. This differentiation matters for an analysis of policy processes 
where at the core of this distinction are questions of 'power' . 
A dialectical analysis of structure/agency implies that longitudinal studies are more 
valuable to researchers in explaining how local sport actors mediate a changing national 
policy context, for example, as opposed to studies of a brief time period that can offer 
only a 'snapshot' of processes and may be misleading; perhaps focusing on events 
rather than processes, and furthermore, over-emphasising change when policy stability 
punctuated by minor change may be the norm. Hence the use in this study of the 
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) (Sabatier, 1999) that analyses policy over a 
decade or more (see chapter 2). Furthermore, a dialectical analysis of structure/agency 
implies that research needs to examine interaction between political, economic and 
ideological factors; a multi-dimensional analysis that again is central to the ACF. 
Additionally, this type of approach implies an analysis of both exogenous factors (e.g. 
macro-economic factors) and endogenous factors (e.g. the role of policy actors) that 
again is central to the logic ofthe ACF. 
The precepts of critical realism prompt an analysis of 'strategic action', focusing on 
how actors mediate structural forces, that is considered necessary for understanding the 
'structures of influence' shaping sport policy. Here, strategy is defined as 'the selection 
of objectives and the search for the most appropriate means to achieve those objectives 
within a particular context at a particular moment in time' (Hay, 1995: 190). Social 
reality is characterised by 'emergence', where 'At any given moment in time people 
confront social structures which are pre-fonned in the sense that they are the product, 
not of people's actions in the present, but of actions undertaken in the past' (Lewis, 
2000: 250). Hence, antecedent social structures impact on current activity, agents 
(actors) and agency, in replicating and perhaps reinforcing structured privilege, for 
example. This limits opportunities for change, in the distribution of material and cultural 
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resources. Although this appears to represent a structure-centred if not somewhat 
deterministic account of structure/agency, critical realism also asserts that actors are 
'powerful particulars' who initiate activity (efficient causation) and material (structural) 
phenomena. 'Deep structures' (that are unobservable) can only be made tangible (and 
exert influence) through the decisions of actors (material causation). In this sense, it can 
be stated that critical realism offers an account of social 'reality' that transcends the 
'duality' of structure/agency. Therefore, the typology created by Hay (1995) (see table 
3) may not fully capture the complexities of the critical realist approach. 
On the other hand, the opportunities and scope for the exercise of agency are shaped by 
'structural conditioning': a mediating process understood as an 'objective influence 
which conditions action ... and supplies agents with strategic directional guidance' 
(Archer, 1995: 196). Structural conditioning has three aspects: involuntary placement, 
vested interests and opportunity costs. As the social/political environment is 'pre-
structured' by 'material and cultural emergents' prior to an agent's engagement with it, 
agents are in effect involuntary 'placed' in situations not of their own making. 'Vested 
interests' result from the involuntary placement of agents, who will either seek to 
protect their privileges, and maintenance of the status quo, or seek to change their 
'involuntary placement', if not privileged. 'Opportunity costs' provide a mediatory 
mechanism for the effective pursuit of vested interests. For example, national governing 
bodies of sport have been and are faced with an opportunity of acquiring greater 
resources, recognition and legitimacy through state-controlled National Lottery funding 
but at the potential cost of reduced control over their sport (see Green and Houlihan, 
2005b). 
In relation to the state, Jessop (1990: 129) argues that, 'As a strategic terrain the state is 
located within a complex dialectic of structures and strategies'. Systems, and their 
structures, are viewed as strategically selective, where certain strategies and actors are 
favoured over others. Similarly, critical realism offers insights into the systems of 
influence, comprising of structures that favour specific strategies, actors and interests 
over others. Lewis (2000: 265) contends that 'Macro-social structure exerts a causal 
influence because the course of action that people choose to pursue is conditioned by 
the distribution of vested interests and resources embodied in antecedent social 
structure'. Thus, the state can set the parameters for policy actor's (interpretive) 
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activities, ensuring that discourse is dominated by narratives and meanings that serve 
the interests of the state. This is not to suggest that structures determine policy choice 
and actions, but clearly any study of influence cannot exclude the pre-existing 'nested 
hierarchy' of structures (Hay, 1995: 200). 
It should be clarified, however, that from a dialectical understanding of 
structure/agency, constraints can also be resources and present opportunities for change. 
The re-structuring of the sport policy area since 1997 presented opportunities for sport 
interests to extend influence, although whether policy actors have in practice done so, or 
been able to do so, remains an empirical question. In sum, research based on the 
premises of critical realism focuses on the 'conditions of action' that either facilitate or 
constrain action (Sibeon, 1997, 1999). In practice, actors constantly draw on social 
structures in order to act, and in acting they either reproduce or transform those 
structures. Therefore, a relational conception of structure and agency is emphasised in 
this study. Social structure and agency are held to be recursively related. Each is both a 
condition and a consequence of the other. Consequently, neither agency nor structure 
can be reduced to the other (Lewis, 2002: 18-19). In sum, critical realists maintain that 
social structure is 'ontologically irreductible to people and their practices', thus social 
structure is 'intimately bound up with agency' (Lewis, 2000: 249). 
Given these insights, it is important for this study to identify the 'limits' of agency in 
any study of influence, interests and policy change. In this regard, Scambler (2005: 163) 
argues that 'We carry the potential ... to act freely and rationally, individually and 
collectively; but in fact we seldom do, and when we do, we typically fail to allow for 
our structural conditioning, the unintended consequences of our actions and the 
dynamism and complexity of the social world we inhabit'. As with structuration theory 
(Giddens, 1984), critical realism highlights both the intended and unintended 
consequences of actions formulated through strategy, on the basis of the actors' partial 
knowledge of structures and anticipation of other actor's behaviour. In other words, 
agency is important in understanding policy processes, but it is mitigated by a 
'weakness of will', the absence of 'perfect' information, and assumptions concerning 
the power of others. Clearly this has implications for any study of policy mediation and 
change. Above all, agency is mediated by structured privilege. To paraphrase Marx, 
policy actors 'make their own history but not in circumstances of their own choosing' 
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(Hay, 1999: 36). Finally, as Hay (1995: 191) argues, attributing agency is in effect 
attributing power (both causal and actual), and it to understandings of 'power' that this 
chapter now turns. 
Power in the policy process 
The conceptualisation of power relations is critical to understanding policy processes. 
For example, in explaining how policy is made, or is 'steered' by policy actors in 
implementation, or in shaping policy outcomes. In this study, in line with critical 
realism, 'power is viewed as the capacity of agents as well as a relational and structural 
phenomenon' (Green and Houlihan, 2005b: 6, with reference to Goverde and van 
Tatenhove, 2000). This section, in a discussion of understandings and forms of 'power' , 
briefly reviews the neo-pluralist conceptions of power as these relate to the premises of 
critical realism and the study undertaken (see chapter 2 for a fuller account). 
Lukes (1974) observes that the possession of power is made explicit in cases of overt 
conflict. Hence, it is empirically testable in certain circumstances. This view Lukes 
describes as the 'one-dimensional view' where studies focused on the way in which 
political decisions and outcomes are the result of collective inputs by interest groups 
(classical pluralism). The second 'view' posits an understanding of power where there 
are 'two faces of power', one overt and the other covert, or the public and private faces 
of power (Bachrach and Baratz, 1962, 1970). According to elite theorists, the covert 
uses of power make possible benign public representation of power as serving the 
general interest. Hence, a research focus on non-decisions in the efforts of 
groups/interests to prevent issues from arising (McLennan, 1990: 55). Subsequent to 
this analysis, Lukes (1974) proposes a 'three-dimensional view' of power in which 
instances may exist where people fail to recognise their own interests. This concept of 
power is most evident in neo-Marxist accounts of power, most notably in the work of 
Gramsci (1971) in which power is acquired and maintained through a combination of 
coercion and consent, and consent can be 'manufactured' by dominant interests. In other 
words, the third 'dimension' of power involves 'the exercise of power to shape people's 
preferences so that neither overt nor covert conflicts exist' (Ham and Hill, 1993: 70). 
For example, and of relevance to this study, Crenson (1971: 27) observes how 'local 
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political institutions ... exercise considerable control over what people choose to care 
about and how forcefully they articulate their cares'. This study must therefore take 
account not only of visible decisions and decision-making processes, but unobservable 
behaviour, covert preferences and overt manipulation of policy (McLennan, 1990). 
Although Lukes' analysis is instructive, Lukes' distinction between 'subjective' 
('perceived') and 'actual' ('real') interests evokes Marxist notions of 'false 
consciousness' that are rejected by critical realists (Hay, 1997: 48). Further, the 
empirical identification of 'real' interests remains problematic. In sum, Lukes does not 
disentangle the identification and analysis of power from its critique. Importantly, Hay 
(2002: 185) observes, from a critical realist perspective, that power is not only the 
capacity of one actor to shape another's choice and action, but the effect of that shaping 
on future action. Hence the important concept of 'context-shaping' (Hay, 2002) that 
informs any analysis of 'influence', within policy processes, for example. In this 
conceptualisation of power-relations, structures are shaped by policy actors 'such that 
the parameters of subsequent action are altered' (Green and Houlihan, 2005b: 7). 
'Power thus conceived, centres on the capacity of actors to redefine the parameters of 
what is socially, politically and economically possible for others' (Green and Houlihan, 
2005b: 182). 
A policy area can therefore be perceived as comprising of 'the institutionalisation of 
beliefs, values, cultures and particular forms of behaviour' (Marsh and Smith, 2000: 6) 
that create the parameters of decision and action. Power is therefore 'mediated by, and 
instantiated in, structures' (Hay, 1997: 51). This is an indirect form of power and as an 
object of investigation is coupled in this study with a focus on direct power, or power as 
'conduct-shaping'. Direct power is observable in policy processes in practices such as 
decision-making and negotiation. Of note is that this view of power as both direct and 
indirect (observable and unobservable) has utility in addressing the critical questions 
identified by Marsh and Stoker (eds.) (1995: 293), namely: 'Why are certain actors in a 
privileged position in the policy-making process?' and 'In whose interest do they rule, 
and how does their rule result in that interest being served?' In order to answer these 
questions, critical realists do not need to rely on value-judgements about the interests of 
policy actors, as is the case in classical Marxist analysis. In other words, where an actor 
(A) exercises power over another (B), this does not necessarily compromise B's 'real' 
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interests. It remains an empirical question. Unlike Marxism, whilst acknowledging that 
a particular causal factor can dominate events, such as economic forces, research 
undertaken by critical realists recognises that a range/mix of causal factors can influence 
events contingent on the particular case being studied at a particular time. In other 
words, social life cannot be reduced a priori to the operation of a specific factor (Lewis, 
2002: 22). The aim of research premised on critical realist assumptions and 
understandings of 'power' is therefore to explain, rather than make value-judgements 
about, structured privilege. 
Relative to state-non-state relations, Hindess (1996: 10-13) defines power as 'legitimate 
capacity'. Here, power is perceived as fundamentally dependent on the consent of those 
over whom it is exercised. The idea of power is commonly employed in debates 
concerning government and governance (see for example Held, 1996; Rhodes, 2001). In 
sum, this conception of power rests on consent, and 'presumed acts' of consent, where 
the individual transfers the right and capacity to govern. 'Consent' is further 
problematised by Foucault (1980: 220) who views power relationships as unstable and 
reversible, where dominant interests can be challenged and changed. Therefore, whereas 
'power as quantitative capacity' implies those who possess more power will prevail 
over those who have less, reversibility implies an altogether more complex reality. 
However, on a continuum of power relations, he also conceives of power as 
'domination' where the subject has 'little room for manoeuvre', where actors 'margin of 
liberty is extremely limited' by the effects of power (Foucault, 1988: 12). Foucault also 
introduces the concept of Government, that is the use of power to affect the actions of 
individuals through impacting on their 'conduct' or the ways in which persons regulate 
their own behaviour. Importantly for the study undertaken, Foucault suggests an 
expansion of 'governmentality' has occurred relative to domination and reversible 
relations of power. In his later work, (Foucault, 1986, 1988; see Hindess, 1996 for a 
fuller account) Foucault observes that the acquisition of consent is one of a number of 
rationalities of government strategy, in steering a policy area for example. The central 
point with regard the study being undertaken is to acknowledge Foucault's (! 982) 
observation that the study of power is not wholly the study of quantitative capacity. 
Rather, it is the study of 'the total structure of actions brought to bear' on the actions of 
others in specific contexts, and any resistance and evasion mediating its' objectives. In 
this regard, Lewis (2000: 262) states that, 'the state is able to set limits on people's 
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interpretative activities which ensure that public discourse is dominated by narratives 
and meanings which serve its own ends'. Therefore, critical approaches focus on the 
'political effects' of research. Rose (1999) observes that in modern systems of 
governance where states can be characterised by 'advanced liberalism', the state is one 
part of a complex set of government and non-government relations, including quasi-
government authorities. In 'advanced liberalism', governments seek to shape conduct 
and context in the governance of behaviour (see section on critical realism in chapter 3). 
These understandings of power are, in sum, instructive for the study undertaken. This 
chapter now turns to a focus on the research methods selected for this study. 
Research methods: introduction 
Positivist assumptions focus on systematic procedures and the construction of scientific 
tests and use quantitative techniques for data analysis (cf. Burrell and Morgan, 1979). 
By contrast, critical and interpretive research utilises the ideographic approach to 
research which emphasises the importance of allowing the subject to unfold its nature 
and characteristics through an analysis of the subjective accounts provided by 
interviewees, in order to 'get inside' situations. The ideographic approach to research is 
underpinned by the assumptions of Realism (see table 2). For the study undertaken, the 
research goal is to compare 'rival webs of interpretation in terms of agreed facts and 
established rules of intellectual honesty' (Bevir and Rhodes, 1998: 99). This is followed 
by a provisional rather than a determinate explanation, hence the exploratory nature of 
the study. In agreement with Rorty (1980), social scientists should not attempt to 
discover facts, but should advance critical interpretations of processes, for example, 
policy processes. This is the case, according to Rorty, as our understanding is both 
context-dependent and mediated through language. Finally, as Geertz (1973) observes, a 
reflexive approach to one's own position in the research process is crucial, and is 
attempted here. The following sections analyse qualitative research, with a particular 
focus on inductive/deductive research; the case study method; and the research 
techniques selected, namely: semi-structured interviews, document analysis and 
participant observation. A summary of the research strategy concludes this chapter. 
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Qualitative research 
Qualitative research aims to 'capture' qualities that are not quantifiable and is therefore 
associated with interpretive approaches to research. Devine (1995: 141) states, 'the 
crucial question is whether the choice of method is appropriate for the theoretical and 
empirical questions that the researcher seeks to address'. Further, Devine (1995: 137) 
argues that qualitative methods have contributed to the study of political behaviour by 
'seeking to understand political actors as conscious social beings who shape the world 
of politics as well as being shaped by it'. Specifically, qualitative methods draw 
particular attention to contextual issues in which to place the interviewees' perspective, 
and thereby seek to capture meaning, process and context (Bryman, 1988: 62). In 
meeting the aim and objectives of this study, a focus on context, process and meaning is 
essential. Qualitative research therefore focuses not on devising general laws about 
behaviour, but on interpreting particular or unique actions (Keat and Urry, 1975: 142-3). 
As Devine (1995: 201) states, research and its explanation 'involves understanding and 
interpreting actions rather than drawing conclusions about ... regularities between 
statistical relationships' . 
Howlett and Ramesh (2003: 48) conclude, 'What is needed in policy analysis ... is an 
analytical framework that permits consideration of the entire range of factors affecting 
public policy'. Therefore, the authors add that 'theoretical efforts ... should remain 
firmly rooted in the middle or meso level. That is, policy theory cannot and should not 
claim to be more than a part of the development of general theories of social and 
political phenomena ... careful empirical studies and careful generalisation can provide 
a useful middle-range theory and understanding of public policy-making' (ibid: 48, 
emphasis added). In this respect, a critical realist approach to research is to gather and 
analyse data founded on both inductive and deductive processes (Blaikie, 2000: 102-
107; Bryman, 2001: 390). In respect of induction, an analysis by Charmaz (2002) is 
instructive for this study, where the variants of grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 
1967; Glaser, 1978; Strauss and Corbin, 1998) are identified and provide the basis for 
inductive research. These are summarised as: simultaneous data collection and analysis; 
pursuit of emergent themes through early data analysis; discovery of basic processes 
within the data and inductive construction of categories to explain these processes; 
sampling to refine categories; and integration of categories into a theoretical framework. 
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The implication is that research is a cyclic process without steps or stages of analysis (as 
summarised in Greckhamer and Koro-Ljungberg, 2005: 739). Although the objectives 
of this study do not specifically include theory-building, accepting that an element of 
theory building is evident in all research, the grounded theory approach to research has 
utility in sensitising the researcher to the possibility of 'forcing' the theory onto the data, 
and therefore facilitates critical reflection in the research process. 
This approach contrasts with that of Stoker and Mossberger (1994) who state that 
researchers need to begin with a theory, and through empirical research, reflect back on 
theory. Yin, 1994: 4) adds that 'theory means the design of research steps according to 
some relationship to the literature, policy issues, or some other substantive source ... 
Good use of theory will help delimit a case study enquiry to its most effective design; 
theory is also essential for generalizing the subsequent results'. Critical realists chart a 
'middle path' between these approaches to research. This study adopts a similar 
approach to Green (2003: 371) who concludes that, 'the study's analytic strategy was 
based upon an approach that was iterative or recursive; that is, the data collection and 
analysis proceeded concurrently, repeatedly referring back to and informing each other'. 
The study undertaken is inductive in the sense of being open-ended, empirically 
informed, and 'grounded' inquiry, as opposed to deductive research that tests pre-set 
assumptions (unlike positivist research). Pluralist analysis derives from inductive 
studies of group-state relations and much of the initial research was based on studies of 
policy in urban areas (see chapter 2). This 'open-ended' method facilitates both an 
understanding of conflict between interests in a policy area whilst allowing for the 
possibilities for policy learning. However, this study although recognises that research 
is, in practice, theory-laden and therefore deduction is a feature of the analytical 
strategy. The aim of the approach taken was to develop generalisations on the basis of 
careful observation of empirical phenomena, both in order to provide opportunities for 
subsequent testing of these generalisations against other cases (Hawkesworth, 1992), 
and in order to develop theory at a later stage. The author is in agreement with 
Greckhamer and Koro-Ljungberg (2005: 738) who state that 'staying 'truly' open for 
data, allowing data to have voices and meanings of their own, becomes difficult if 
researchers are using careful and systematic procedures to discover meaning because in 
this case researchers are controlling the data and not vice versa'. 
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In sum, this study will take an inductive/deductive approach to investigation although 
recognising that the 'themes' to investigate are informed by prior understanding of 
policy theory, hence an element of deduction, although as noted, assumptions about 
likely outcomes are avoided. 
The case study 
This study is a single case study of public sport policy in Liverpool although three 
aspects of the City's policy are examined. Case study research involves an intensive 
study of a specific case, where 'The case study is essentially a narrative-based account 
of a limited number of select instances, which belong to a social or behavioural 
phenomena as it occurs in its natural setting' highlighting the perspectives of those 
subjects 'within' the case (Marinetto, 1999: 63). The rationale for using this strategy or 
research tool, for the study undertaken, is to describe and explain a case that has yet to 
be studied in any detail, to capture its uniqueness, and to provide an appropriate context 
for linking theory with practice (Yin, 1994). Hence, the case study approach can be 
defined as exploratory, descriptive and explanatory. It is, in part, exploratory as it 
observes data in its 'raw' form and can be seen as the prelude to other case studies. This 
approach generates detailed and qualitative empirical material from a limited number of 
actual events. A relatively high level of detail is needed to investigate complex themes 
and/or theoretical issues as in this study. Thus, a practical examination of the extent to 
which theory and practice relate to policy can be ascertained. Hence, this study is, in 
part, descriptive, in its focus on sport policy processes in one city; the history, 
organisation, administration and funding contexts (as outlined in chapter 5). It is also 
explanatory, as it draws conclusions relative to theoretical frameworks, having drawn 
upon a wide range of variables such as political, economic, organisational and 
ideological factors. In sum, case studies tend to focus on interconnected relationships 
and processes, creating an opportunity to explain why specific outcomes happen 
(Denscombe, 2003: 31), hence its particular utility as a strategy in this study. 
Although case studies have been criticised in terms of lacking objectivity and 
generalis ability, Guba and Lincoln (1981) argue that researchers can support the use of 
the strategy through ensuring reliability and validity of the techniques used; highlighting 
the appropriateness of the data analysis conducted; and identifying a relationship 
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between the techniques, such as interviews, and the conclusions of the research. Further, 
by selecting a case that contains attributes typical of other events or processes, tentative 
generalisations at least, can be made from a case study. It is anticipated that the study 
could be replicated (perhaps in a modified form) in either the same city during another 
time period, possibly with the majority of same interviewees, or in another (urban) local 
authority using the same research strategy. Given that national sport policy impacts on 
all local authority sport/recreation services, some commonality in local sport policy 
would be anticipated. Thus a basis for generalisation and comparative research exists. In 
sum, although each case is unique, it may be one of a type (Harnmersley, 1992). 
Further, the three aspects of the City'S policy examined in this study offer the potential 
for generalisation given a number of 'significant features' on which comparison could 
be based, most notably institutional features such as local authority policy processes. 
Comparison is also achievable through the use of the same theoretical framework or 
lens. Arguably, the type of approach used in this study is the developmental case study, 
where the focus is on studying policy processes across time and then using research as a 
foundation for explaining political processes, such as policymaking or implementation. 
Although the case study recognises a number of variables, in the form of factors 
influencing policy, according to Peters (1998: 141), 'good case researchers accept 
complexity and multiple causation as a crucial characteristic of their research, rather 
than a bother to be eliminated'. Thus this study, although attempting to highlight the key 
factors/influences shaping policy, does not attempt to include an analysis of all such 
factors, particular as the 'boundary' of a case study is difficult in practice to specify. 
This is particularly the case where a complex policy area such as 'sport' is subject to 
'policy spill-over'. 
In this study, a triangulation of research strategies is used to further validity (Denzin, 
1970). Forms of triangulation include: data triangulation, involving the collection of 
data from different people, in different places at different times; theory triangulation 
using three theoretical approaches to a study subject; methodological triangulation using 
three methods, or three methods within one approach; and investigator triangulation 
using multiple rather than a single researcher. In this study of sport policy, three 
research methods were used (interviews, document analysis and observation) and three 
theoretical frameworks were employed in explaining sport policy (see Chapter 2). Each 
of the methodsl techniques utilised are now detailed. 
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Semi-structured interviews 
Semi-structured interviews were used essentially to gain an agent-informed account of 
policy processes. Semi-structured interviews allow distinctions to be made between the 
'rhetoric' of policy-related documentation and an interpretation of 'reality' from the 
perspective of policy actors. Specifically, this method facilitates access to actor's 
beliefs, values and norms, embodied in policy preferences and priorities, and insights 
into the factors/influences perceived as constraining or facilitating action (the structural 
context in which policy actors operate). Using this method, evidence of indirect forms 
of power can be inferred, given that 'all social activity takes place within the context 
provided by a set of pre-existing social structures' (Lewis, 2002: 19). 
The interview method was selected as appropriate for this study as it is both exploratory 
in nature, where interviews can be used to identify data that could be used to refine and 
develop further studies, and because accessing and understanding the perspectives of 
interviewees was essential in meeting the objectives of the study. The interview also 
facilitates trust and rapport where information may be considered confidential or 
'sensitive' and thus 'unexpected data' may emerge, and importantly, responses can be 
put into context, giving research a 'dynamic' quality not found in quantitative research 
methods. However, a degree of caution in interpreting the data is needed to counter the 
weaknesses of the method, particularly in avoiding researcher 'bias' (Gratton and Jones, 
2004: 142-4). 
The semi-structured interview consists of informal probing into issues via open-ended 
questioning, with use of an interview guide, in order to facilitate opportunities for 
interviewees to express their interpretation of events with minimal constraint. Semi-
structured interviews are in effect 'guided conversations' (Loftland and Loftland, 1984: 
59). Hence, the author constructed a checklist of questions that acted as a framework in 
which open-ended discussion can take place. Thus, the 'assumptive worlds' (Young, 
1977) of policy actors can be explored, in order to highlight the significance of agency 
in an account of sport policy processes. In sum, as stated by Green and Houlihan 
(2005b: 7), semi-structured interviews are selected as the appropriate method for: 
gaining an agent-informed understanding of historically-developed processes; allowing 
distinctions to be made between the 'rhetoric' in policy documentation and the 'reality' 
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provided by policy actors; obtaining insights into the beliefs, values and priorities of 
policy actors; and assessing the constraints and/or opportunities available to policy 
actors relative to the structural context in which actors operate. Further, the use of this 
method allows insights into the strategies employed by policy actors in the pursuit of 
their interests and moreover, in the mediation of other's interests. 
In respect of interviewee selection, Dolowitz and Marsh (1996: 345) identify categories 
of actors engaged in policy processes, in regard to which this study notes that civil 
servants, elected officials and policy entrepreneurs/experts offered the greatest potential 
insight for this study. Interviewees were selected on the basis that each could offer 
valuable insights into policy processes, with most in practice operating at a senior 
strategic level of management, and therefore having had input into key decisions, and/or 
having a lengthy career in the field. However, interviews were also completed with 
policy actors operating 'on the coal face' so as to provide a check and balance on the 
insights provided by senior personnel. In relation to selection of the interviewee, the 
author was therefore conscious of not only hearing the 'voices' of senior personnel who 
had taken an active role in shaping policy processes, but of accounting for 'voices that 
are normally silenced', such as those operating at the level of policy implementation, 
who may have little input into policymaking, and/or those actors operating in the 
voluntary sector for sport, where the sport is not a 'priority' of the local authority. This 
had utility in highlighting some of the structural constraints within which agents 
operate. Thus, particular attention can be drawn to contextual issues in undertaking 
interviews (Devine, 1995: 138).Retired policy actors were valued and sought as 
interviewees who could offer insights and reflection independent of the constraints of 
office. However, their comments were treated with caution given that the interviewee 
may have issues with a former employer (see the appendix for details of the 
interviewees: their prior and current roles and remit within the sport policy process). 
Richards (1996: 200) notes the importance of creating a 'snowball effect' in gaining 
access to a network of key policy actors, and this was attempted in this study, through 
initial contact with the former Head of Sport and Recreation Services at Liverpool City 
Council, who could provide an historical account of sport policy in the city, and two key 
policy entrepreneurslbrokers operating outside of the local authority, but with extensive 
contacts 'in the field' at national, regional and level levels, and across both the public 
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and voluntary sectors. The number of interviews completed is indicative of the number 
needed to reach 'saturation' of the data. Although more information could always be 
gathered, the key themes had emerged from the interviews after approximately 18 
months and 40 interviews. In terms of analysis, a constant comparison of the interview 
data was undertaken until enough data existed on a particular theme, for example, the 
relationship between Leisure Services and other local government departments in policy 
processes where sport was the core policy concern, or the 'funding context', that in 
itself had a number of dimensions. 
The potential 'weaknesses' of using semi-structured interviews in research are problems 
of unreliability, the interpretation of the findings, and generalisability (Devine, 1995: 
141). This is particularly the case when interviewing senior personnel (Richards, 1996) 
or 'expert interviews' (Flick, 1998: 91-2). Devine (1995, 2002) addresses these 
'weaknesses', noting that in respect of reliability, the aim of quantitative research is to 
seek a diverse range of responses around a particular research topic, and not, as in 
quantitative research, to generate a representative sample of the population. Also in 
respect of reliability in using semi-structured interviews, whereas quantitative studies 
use highly structured interviews and closed questioning, qualitative studies use an 
interview guide with open-ended questions and probing of the subject, in order to seek 
clarification or further elaboration on an answer. The decisions and actions of 
interviewees can then be contextualised in an analysis of the answers provided. Richards 
(1996) advises caution in conducting interviews with senior personnel, in relation to 
avoiding being too deferential, or over-familiar, maintaining distance and avoiding 
personal opinion. To ensure all relevant topics and issues have been discussed, the 
interviewee is also advised to use an aide memoir. In practice, for this study of sport 
policy, the interview guide was composed of interview questions focused on the themes 
identified in table 4. 
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Table 4: Interview themes 
Theme Example 
Organisational and administrative arrangements The location of 'sport' in local authority policy processes. 
Funding context Mechanisms impacting on policy decisions. 
Relationships between interests Partnerships and tensions between policy actors. 
Patterns of interests The identification of 'clusters' of interests. 
Exogenous factors mediating the sport policy area Central government priorities, economic context. 
The historical context 'Watershed events'. 
Capacity for policy delivery Strengths and weaknesses of the local infrastructure. 
The strategic actions of decision-makers Actor responses to the changing policy context. 
The consequences of policy. intended or unintended Policy learning. policy failure. 
Another core problem relating to the use of semi-structured interviews is the analysis 
and the validity of the interpretation of data. Whereas quantitative analysis uses 
statistical analysis of variables, qualitative analysis of interview data is approached 
through the construction of a transcript from notes made during the interview which is 
then subject to numerous readings until 'themes' emerge from the data. This continues 
until an argument is established. The key difficulty of this method is in establishing 
validity to support a 'plausible account' of the data. (Devine, 1995: 145) suggests 
various techniques to enhance validity. For example, interpretation can be discussed 
with other researchers until a consensus is reached, and a coherent argument emerges. 
Here 'coherence' is critical as opposed to correspondence with 'external reality' as in 
positivist research. The author also discussed the emerging findings with interviewees, 
informally, and outside of the formal interview, with their analysis subsequently 
assimilated into the 'final' account. Copies of transcripts were also submitted to 
interviewees to allow the interviewee to confirm or refute the data (not that their 
viewpoint was necessarily used in the final analysis). Moreover, interview data was 
compared with data from previous interviews, and points made by interviewees were 
subsequently incorporated into questions in later interviews. Additionally, follow-up 
questioning with some interviewees was conducted both formally and informally. The 
findings were also related to the policy theory and the findings triangulated with similar 
studies, as the research progressed, leading to improvements in the interview guide and 
questions. Thus the most pertinent questions to ask emerged over time as the research 
evolved. Finally, the contextienvironment in which the interviews took place was taken 
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into account in the transcript analysis. In sum, in order to enhance the validity of the 
method, a number 'checks and balances' on personal interpretation were established. 
A third problem of using semi-structured interviews, and for qualitative research as a 
whole, is the matter of generalisability. However, a carefully designed research project 
can help facilitate understanding in other studies, through identifying regularities and 
variations (Devine, 1995: 145). Although this study is not explicitly comparative, 
elements of comparison took place between accounts of sport policy presented by 
interviewees for example. It is anticipated that the account of public policy for sport in 
Liverpool bears many similarities with policy in other city authorities, given a 
'common' national account of sport policy, where central government has shaped the 
policy context (see chapter 4). Moreover, although this study is a single case study of 
public sport policy in Liverpool, three aspects of the City'S policy are examined and 
generalisations can therefore be made, for example, in terms of the mediation of central 
government sport policy by local actors. However, it is beyond the scope of this study to 
make comparisons between cities. 
Document analysis 
The second method selected was document analysis. Denzin (1970) asserts that 
documentary research is an important research instrument, particularly if combined with 
other complementary research methods. Policy-related documents are considered to be 
'sedimentations of social and political practices' (May, 1997: 157) and therefore, as Ball 
(1993: 14) states that, 'we need to appreciate the way in which policy ensembles, 
collections of related policies, exercise power through a production of 'truth' and 
'knowledge', as discourses'. Although this study does not utilise discourse theory and 
analysis (Howarth, 1995), it is important to recognise the 'discursive strategies' of 
policymakers. As Bulkeley (2000: 745) observes, 'the ways in which understandings of 
problems are forged through the policy process and the crucial role of discursive 
constructions of particular issues in enabling and constraining policy change' . 
In this study, a qualitative analysis of documentation (Altheide, 1996: 15) is used, 
through the application of thematic coding (Flick, 1998), in order 'to understand how 
different discourses structure the activities of actors and how they are 'are produced, 
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how they junction, and how they are changed" (Howarth, 1995: 115, cited in Green and 
Houlihan, 2005b: 8. Also see Bacchi, 2000; and Ball, 1993). Whereas quantitative 
techniques seek to reveal patterns or regularities in content through repetition, 
qualitative analysis 'emphasises the fluidity of the text and content in the interpretive 
understanding of culture' (Ericson et ai, 1991: 50). Moreover, an analysis of document 
content can highlight the beliefs, values and preferences of policy actors, in addition to 
factual detail relating to organisation, administration and resources. Texts can be seen to 
be attempting to impose authority on the social world described (May, 1997: 175) and 
setting parameters for debate so as to prioritise certain interests or exclude others. As 
May (1997: 164) concludes, documents 'do not simply reflect, but also construct social 
reality and versions of events'. In other words, what is not included in policy-related 
documentation may be as important as what is included and the way it is expressed. In 
practice, the content of documents can prompt questions and raise issues to pursue 
through interviews. In sum, documents are not 'neutral artefacts' that report social 
reality, but are a media through which political power can be demonstrated and 
legitimised. 
It is noted, however, that the findings of this approach will need to be placed in a social 
context (Giddens, 1976), given that 'many important relationships between social 
phenomena cannot be observed' (Marsh and Smith, 2001: 531). In sum, 'Texts must be 
studied as socially situated products' (Scott, 1990: 34). It is argued that an analysis of 
the language of texts alone cannot answer the research questions in this study, and 
therefore the analysis of policy documentation needs to be combined with an analysis of 
the 'material context' in which decision-makers utilise their influence. This 'material 
context', whilst recognising the significance of economic structures and processes, 
highlights the 'primacy of politics', acknowledging that texts have political origins. 
Scott (1990) considers the quality of documentary sources in terms of authenticity, 
credibility, representativeness and meaning. The key consideration when addressing 
these concerns is to establish the social and political context in which the document has 
been produced (May, 1997: 170). In other words, documentation does not exist in 
isolation from the political, economic and ideological context in which it was written. 
The author also accounted for prior documentation relating to the same type of content 
(e.g. prior policy statements or strategies to develop sport) in an analysis of current 
79 
policy documentation. Further, such local authority documents were compared with the 
content of policy statements/strategies produced by central government and regional 
bodies, for example. Finally, this study uses historical sources (City Council 
documentation dating back to the early 1970s) as the 'contemporary features of policy 
life have been influenced by longitudinal developments and processes' (Marinetto, 
1999: 73). Arguably a historical dimension to research adds validity, reliability and 
'depth' to a study. As Layder (1985: 145) observes, historical sources 'will provide the 
research with additional energy inputs both in the shape of a further data source that 
adds empirical depth to the analysis, and in the form of another potential source of 
concepts and theoretical ideas'. The References section identifies the documentation 
accessed and used in this study, such as minutes of meetings of the Liverpool Sports 
Forum. 
Given that the choice of research method should be based on its suitability for 
addressing a particular research question (Grix, 2002: 179), document analysis can be 
considered an 'essential technique' for studies of public policy. This is, not least, 
because of the extent of policy-related documentation produced by public sector bodies 
and its availability for research purposes. On a pragmatic level, much of what takes 
place in a policy process is recorded in written form and the participants themselves are 
therefore easily identifiable. To be able to answer research questions, document 
analysis, in combination with the use of semi-structured interviews and participant 
observation, can arguably provide a springboard to a more in-depth analysis of power in 
the sport policy process if these methods are linked to the premises of theoretical 
frameworks located within a 'theory of power'. Although document analysis clearly 
involves a process of active choice, idealisation, selection and closure by the researcher, 
it is argued that as long as biases are made explicit to the reader, the researcher can 
defend the approach to the study and analysis of the findings. 
Strategy for the analysis of interviewee and documentary data 
Arguably, the interpretation of data is at the core of qualitative research, as 
interpretation shapes the conclusions, regardless of how the data was collected. In this 
study, thematic coding (Flick, 1998) was considered the most appropriate technique for 
data analysis. The underlying assumption of the approach is that in different 'social 
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worlds', differing views can be found, usually organised into groups. Although 
normally used in comparative case studies, the technique can be used for single case 
studies where elements of comparison exist. Sampling is oriented to groups/interests (or 
their representatives) whose perspectives are likely to be instructive in addressing the 
research questions. The collection of data is conducted using a method that will 
guarantee future comparability, usually achieved through semi-structured interviews. 
In terms of procedure, thematic coding is applied in 'steps'. The first step is to develop a 
short description of the case study, document or interview. This is continuously 
rechecked and modified during further interpretation of the data. This 'case profile' 
includes, for interviews, details of the interviewee such as a brief career history, current 
role, remit or other details that can contextualise the perspective and responses of the 
interviewee. The data is 'coded' into conceptual categories, in this case, 'themes'. As 
Miles and Huberman (1994: 56) note, 'Codes are tags or labels for assigning units of 
meaning to the descriptive or inferential information compiled during the study'. This 
process was applied to not only documents, but interview transcripts. Coding is taken as 
a starting point for addresses four types of questions, namely: conditions (background 
information such as 'what has led to the situation?'); interaction among actors ('who 
acted?', 'what happened?'); strategies and tactics ('which ways of handling situations?', 
'avoidance or adaptation?'); and consequences (,what did change?', 'what was the 
outcome?'). 
The 'themes' that emerged in the study undertaken included 'organisation', 'funding', 
'relationships between policy actors' and so on, as related to both the objectives of the 
study, and the specific interview questions. Each of the themes was divided into sub-
themes as the research proceeded. For example, 'relationships between policy actors' as 
a category/theme was divided into data sets relating to specific relationships, e.g. 
'central-local government', or 'public-voluntary sector'. The social distribution of 
perspectives on the issue, as held by policy actors/groups or 'clusters of interests', could 
then be compared in the assessment and anal ysis of the data. All data was categorised so 
that the study was exhaustive, and mutual exclusivity was attempted whilst recognising 
that 'themes' spill-over in the 'real' world of social/political phenomena. Additionally, 
'memos' were written during the coding process, relating to explanation of the data, for 
example (for an overview of coding techniques, see Gratton and Jones, 2004: 220-1). 
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This procedure is, in sum, suitable for studies in which theoretically based group 
comparisons are to be conducted relative to a specific issue, in this study, sport policy 
initiatives in education, land-use planning and health, where the theory relates to 
group/network interaction (see chapter 2). The method used can be represented 
diagrammatically as follows (see Biddle et ai, 2001: 797). 
Figure 3: A framework for the thematic analysis of qualitative data 
Raw data First order Second Order General 
themes themes themes dimensions 
I 
Basic unit of 
analysis. A quote 
that clearly 
identifies 
subjective 
experience. 
Clustering involves comparing and 
contrasting each quote with all the other 
quotes. Quotes with similar meanings 
are united, whereas quotes with different 
meanings are separated. 
The same contrasting and comparing processes described above identify new, higher level (or 
order) themes. The analysis continues until it is not possible to locate further underlying 
uniformities to create a higher level theme. 
Source: adapted from Biddle et al (2001: 797). 
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Observation 
Gratton and Jones (2004: 159) argue that, 'Observation is ... the most neglected 
research technique in sport, yet it has a number of advantages'. Although the emphasis 
of the study falls on interviews and document analysis, observation, it is argued, 
complements the other two methods, particularly as interviews and documents are based 
on self-reporting and therefore a 'gap' between rhetoric and reality may exist. In respect 
of this study, observation had utility for uncovering subtle features of policy processes; 
for example, meanings, values and beliefs of personnel that may not be revealed in 
documents or interviews (cf. Hammersley and Atkinson, 1983). Although the method is 
more appropriate for descriptive rather than explanatory research, the use of this method 
did generate questions for the research that in turn assisted explanation. Specifically, it 
is claimed that the use of this method facilitated a strengthening of the validity of the 
findings, given the triangulation of methods. Further, accessing events when they 
happen, and in their 'natural setting', bypasses the potential difficulties of interviewee 
recall and the accuracy of what is recalled. It can be noted too that, although observation 
is relatively neglected as a research tool in contemporary studies of policy processes, 
recognised studies such as those conducted by Heclo and Wildavsky (1981) were based, 
in part, on these author's observing and recording policy processes in action. 
The non-participant component of this study involved attending, as a member of the 
public, City council meetings (the Leisure and Culture Select Committee), where policy 
priorities and actions were evaluated, for example around the role sport within the 
European Capital of Culture framework (see chapter 5). The participant observation 
component of this study involved gaining an 'insider view' through membership of the 
Liverpool Sports Forum. This latter method facilitated access to potential interviews; 
allowed the author to ask questions of the City council in the presence of other (non-
council) members; and allowed informal discussion to take place before and after 
meetings that in turn informed the study. This method also fostered a degree of trust in 
the author as an 'empathetic' researcher, which in turn gained access to those personnel 
with influence on sport policy both locally and nationally. 
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Nonetheless, participant observation can result in the researcher being influenced by 
other participants of forums, for example, in absorbing their beliefs. This 'danger' was 
averted through both the triangulation of methods, as noted, and through discussions 
with the research supervisor for this study. Although not an unobtrusive method, it is 
argued that both the impact of the researcher on policy processes and the influence on 
the researcher was minimal in practice. Becker (l970a: 37) attempted to find solutions 
to problems of interference and proof in participant observation and recommended that 
the researcher give 'a description of a natural history of our conclusions, presenting the 
evidence as it came to the attention of the observer during the successive stages of his 
conceptualisation of the problem'. In addressing 'human judgements' Becker (1970b: 
5). states that researchers must 'try to make the bases of these judgements as explicit as 
possible so that others may arrive at their own conclusions'. Finally, the central 
difficulty of the method is one of access to decision-making arenas, as it is at non-public 
meetings where key decisions are usually constructed and therefore the approach 
outlined has its limitations. Nonetheless, on balance, it is claimed that the method did 
strengthen the study, in combination with interviews and document analysis, allowing a 
plausible account of the policy process to emerge over time. 
Limitations of the research 
As Mackie and Marsh (1995: 180) observe, 'It is impossible to produce a flawless 
research design; the trick is to acknowledge, and cope with, as many of the problems as 
possible'. Devine (1995: 152) observes that, 'No single method can resolve the complex 
issues involved in the study of politics'. Therefore, the author sought to reduce the level 
of complexity of the empirical work by emphasising only a limited range of relevant 
causal or explanatory factors (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003). In sum, the author adopts a 
pragmatic position for research purposes, in suggesting, for example, that it is possible 
to evaluate a research problem without necessarily establishing proof, as there are 
degrees of positive confirmation. This degree of confirmation is shaped by the 
constraints of the research (e.g. limited access to information), the author's own 
limitations in understanding the findings, and problems of interpretation resulting from 
the limits of the theoretical apparatus used in the study. 
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Also of note is that the study has been seriously compromised by a number of factors 
constraining its progress and completion, including, first, on a personal level, the 
competing pressures from an ever increasing workload and decreasing resources in full-
time employment coupled with increasing childcare responsibilities. Second, the 
parameters and focus of the research changed over time due to moving to Liverpool in 
2002, three and a half years into the study. Membership of the Liverpool Sports Forum, 
representing my employer, provided access to senior policy actors at the local level. The 
study therefore shifted from one centred on national sport policy to one centred on local 
sport policy within a national policy context. Of the three aspects of the study initially 
pursued, only one was retained: namely, playing fields policy. Third, in terms of the 
research constraints central to the study, these include accessibility to information and 
decision-makers, time and financial constraints. A degree of resistance was experienced 
from Liverpool City Council to investigation from 'outsiders', although trust was 
eventually established. Also, the local authority has been poor in its record keeping 
relating to sport-related documentation with the majority of documentation 'missing' 
from 1995/96 to date. Fourth, policy research has rapidly developed in the last seven 
years with many new texts published on policy research and on sport policy and sport 
policy analysis. These texts have in effect re-shaped the methodological and theoretical 
basis of the study. 
A summary of the research strategy 
A table (5) follows that summarises the research strategy applied in this study. It needs 
to be noted that in depicting the relationships between ontology, epistemology, 
methodology and methods, in a directional and logical manner, is not to argue that one 
level of analysis determines another. 
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Table 5: summary of the research strategy 
Level of analysis Core questions Rationales/assumptions 
Ontology and epistemology What is 'out there' to An anti-foundationalist ontology 
know? What and how An interpretivist epistemology 
can we know about it? Based on the assumptions of critical realism 
Methodology How can we go about Dialectical understandings of structure/agency and 
acquiring that material/ideational 
knowledge? 'Power' understood as relational, context-shaping and 
conduct shaping 
Qualitative research 
Methods Which precise A case study inclusive of three methods/techniques: 
procedures can we use semi-structured interviews; document analysis; observation 
to acquire knowledge? 
Sources Which data can we Interviews with senior personnel in the sport policy area 
collect? Analysis of policy-related documentation over time, 
including policy statements, strategies. minutes of meetings 
Attendance at public meetings and forum membership 
Analysis and explanation 
Strategy for analysis of What type of analysis Thematic analysis of policy-related documentation, 
sources will address the transcripts of interviews and notes from observation 
research question? 
Explanation How can the findings The study draws on neo-pluralist theory of power/the state 
be explained? (macro-level explanation) and three meso-Ievel theoretical 
frameworks 
Source. Adapted/rom Green (2003), Gm: (2002. 180) and Hay (2002. 64). 
Searle (1999: 8) argues that the quality of qualitative research is enhanced if researchers 
engage with philosophical and methodological debate, so that the pursuit of quality 
becomes a 'fertile obsession' and methodological awareness develops and feeds into 
practice, Although the author has attempted to enhance quality in this manner, it is also 
acknowledged that the research constraints have had a significant impact on the theory 
and method employed, as much as 'paradigmatic assumptions'. Nonetheless, adopting 
the core precepts of critical realism, the ontological, epistemological and 
methodological assumptions underpinning this study have been set out. Further, a 
position in relation to the material/ideational nature of social reality, the 
structure/agency dialectic, and a theory of power have been identified_ In sum, research 
based in critical realism is concerned with understanding sociaVpolitical phenomena as 
the result of the causal interplay between social structure and agency, over time. This 
understanding contextualises the strategic action adopted by actors attempting to realise 
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policy goals. Hence it's utility in respect of the research rationale, aim and objectives 
(see chapter 1). Specific methods/research techniques included interviews, document 
analysis and observation to create a strategy that can arguably provide a 'satisfactory' 
account of sport policy processes, given the exploratory nature of the study and 
accepting its theoretical and practical limitations. Given these parameters as set out, the 
following four chapters focus on the empirical work undertaken for this study. 
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Chapter 4: Sport policy in England 
Introduction 
This chapter traces the evolution of sport policy in England (within the UK context) 
from the 1970s to 2006, in order to provide an historical context to contemporary sport 
policy processes. This study highlights the period 1995 to 2006 given that the political 
salience of sport has gained momentum during this latter period (Green, 2004a). 
Further, a decade is considered an appropriate time period to acquire a satisfactory 
account of a policy process (see Sabatier, 1999). In terms of sub-dividing the timeframe 
for understanding sport policy change, the study draws primarily on analyses by Henry 
and Brarnham (1993), Green (2004a), Henry (1993, 2001), Houlihan (1997), Houlihan 
and White (2002) and Oakley and Green (2001). The chapter is concerned with three 
key themes of sport policy: first, the political ideologies of governments: the core 
beliefs, values, policy rationales, and priorities of policy actors; second, the changing 
organisation of sport in the UK: its administration and patterns of funding; and third, the 
changing inter-organisational (or network) relations between policy actors and clusters 
of interests over time. It is argued that it is critical to analyse these three interdependent 
dimensions of policy processes for an adequate explanation of policy processes to 
emerge. 
The chapter is structured in the following manner: first, the evolution of sport policy is 
traced from the 1970s to date. This section is sub-divided into three time periods in 
order to highlight significant policy shifts in line with changing government priorities. 
Second, political ideologies and specific rationales underpinning government 
involvement in sport are identified. Third, an overview of the organisation and 
administration of sport is provided including details of changing patterns of government 
responsibility for sport; and the role and remit of key policy actors including the 
changing relationships between them. In this section, the role of local authorities is fore-
grounded given the focus of the empirical research. Fourth, the changing funding 
context for sport in England is identified. In sum, this chapter provides, first, a national 
policy context to the local sport policy context explored in chapter 5, and second, a 
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policy context to underpin an examination of the influence of local sport interests, in 
mediating national sport policy initiatives, as explored in chapters 6, 7 and 8. 
The evolution of sport policy: 1970-2006 
The 1970s to rnid-1980s 
Although government interest in sport can be traced back to Sport and the Community 
(Wolfenden Committee, 1960) and the establishment of the Advisory Sports Council in 
1965 (see Coghlan and Webb, 1990 for detail of this period), it is from the early 1970s 
that a distinct area of public policy emerged around sport, given policy concerns around 
international sporting success, social problems such as youth 'disorder', and electoral 
pressure to expand state-funded sport facilities (Houlihan, 1991, 1997). A broad 
agreement on the focus and direction of public policy for sport existed at the time 
around building new facilities and promoting mass participation or Sport for All 
following Council of Europe guidance (COE, 1976) and the Cobham Report (House of 
Lords, 1973). Houlihan (1991: 98-99) concludes that in the 1970s, 'There was little 
discernible tension between the interests of the elite and of the mass, [and] there was a 
consensus ... that an increase in facilities was the first priority'. In practice, however, 
Sport for All became 'sport for the disadvantaged' and inner city youth in particular 
(Houlihan, 1991). Coalter, Long and Duffield (1988) add that in practice Sport for All 
was little more than a slogan. 
The establishment of the Great Britain Sports Council in 1972, an arms-length 
government organisation, raised the profile of sport and provided an organisational 
infrastructure around which sports interests could lobby. Thus, government could be 
perceived as actively concerning itself with sport without being perceived as 
'interfering'. The appointment of Dennis Howell as the Minister of State for Sport and 
Recreation (1974-79) further raised the profile of sport within government, providing 
leadership and direction to sport as it became embedded within a government 
department (the Department for the Environment at the time) and the Sports Council. 
With this shift towards increasing government intervention in sport, a related decline in 
the 'voluntarist' administration of sport occurred (Coalter, 1990; Henry, 1993). Thus, a 
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planned and coordinated approach to sport evolved alongside sport provision in the 
voluntary sector. 
These developments need to be placed into the political, economic and social context of 
the era, hence the policy emphasis on sport as an element of the welfare state. More 
specifically, in this period, the government rationale for involvement in sport became a 
matter of citizen rights in a period typified by Henry and Bramham (1993) as one of 
Welfare Reformism. For example, the White Paper on Sport and Recreation (DoE, 
1975) placed an emphasis on universal access and described recreation as 'one of the 
community's everyday needs' and 'part of the general fabric of social services', and 
symbolised 'the new thrust of 'provision for all as a right', analogous to other welfare 
rights' (Henry and Bramham 1993: 117). However, the White Paper, apart from being a 
'watershed' in establishing sport as a 'need' and a 'right', 'reiterated a conventional 
rationale for intervention, namely a concern with social order, international prestige, and 
individual wellbeing' (Houlihan, 1997: 93). Further, a rationale associated with social 
control is evident in the White Paper's claim that, 'By reducing boredom and urban 
frustration, participation in active recreation contributes to the reduction of hooliganism 
and delinquency among young people' (DoE, 1975: 2). 
The White Paper also introduced the concept of Regional Councils for Sport and 
Recreation, so as to 'devolve' power to the local and regional level and maintain a 
relationship between government and the voluntary sector for sport. Within the regions, 
the White Paper directed the Sports Council to focus funding on 'Recreational priority 
areas'. In essence, the landmark paper raised the political profile of sport despite the fact 
that it was too broad and too vague to be enacted and recommendations were not 
delivered due to public expenditure cutbacks in response to changing economic 
circumstances at the time. 
In respect of the increasing role of local authorities in sport policy, Henry and Bramham 
(1993: 116) note that 'the measure which most significantly influenced the provision of 
leisure [including sport] opportunities through the public sector ... was the reform of 
local government [in 1974],. Leisure Service departments, with relatively large budgets, 
were established 'generating a need for a new kind of liberal welfare professional' (ibid: 
116). Subsequently, in the period 1972 to 1978, the number of municipal sports centres 
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multiplied tenfold and the number of swimming pools increased by around 70%. In 
sum, local authorities were placed at the heart of local sport policy, planning and 
provision, and despite significant change to local government from the 1970s to date, 
sport and recreational provision remains an important dimension for delivering national 
policy objectives and the largest single financial contributor (Henry, 2001). 
However, by the late 1970s, 'welfare reforrnism' began to decline in influence and was 
replaced by a period characterised by Henry and Brarnham (1993) as New Economic 
Realism. A series of research reports initiated by the Sports Council (e.g. Grimshaw and 
Prescott-Clarke, 1978) undermined the claims of welfare professionals regarding the 
capacity of leisure programmes to tackle social ills. In fact, the welfare agenda of 
government, as a whole, was widely criticised by commentators of both left and right 
along the political spectrum. Whannel (1983), on the left, suggested that welfare 
professionals could not identify the needs of disadvantaged social groups. Concerns on 
the right related not only included the efficiency and effectiveness of welfare services, 
but also over the growth of the state and the perceived 'budget maximisation' of its 
bureaucrats. Thus, in this period, a re-structuring of the welfare framework (Gough, 
1979) began to emerge, under the incoming Conservative government, although 
spending by local authorities on leisure continued to increase until the mid-1980s 
despite reductions in other areas of welfare provision. This was due to the utility of 
sport as a tool of social policy, as identified in the White Paper: A Policy for the Inner 
Cities (DoE, 1977) that proposed directing funding to areas experiencing urban unrest, 
in line with the government's Urban Programme that targeted deprived, mainly inner 
city areas, for example in Toxteth, Liverpool, following the riots in 1981. 
In sum, sport policy in this period needs to be located in the context of broad political 
consensus surrounding the role of the welfare state although punctured by economic 
crisis, rising unemployment and civil unrest in inner city areas. Also of note is the 
growing professionalisation of the public policy area for sport and recreation and the 
slow decline of voluntary sector influence over sport policy (Henry, 1993; Home, 
Tomlinson and Whannel, 1999). A Summary of sport policy from the 1970s to the mid-
1980s follows in table 6. 
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Table 6: Sport Policy: 1970s-mid-1980s 
Key political/policy event Organisational and Funding implications Implications for sport 
administrative implications 
1972: GB Sports Council Created a 'buffer' between Grant-aid to NGBs rose Rhetoric of Sport for All -
established the voluntary sector for considerably - from £3.6m in practice targeted sports 
sport and government. in 1972 to £15.2min 1979 development (social 
Focused on mass groups, area-based 
participation and building initiatives) 
new facilities 
1973: House of Lords Set the agenda for Funding to be directed less Emphasised broader 
Report, Sport and Leisure subsequent debates at 'identified demand' and category of 'recreation' as 
(Cobham Report) regarding links between more at 'latent demand' against narrower 
social policies and sport conception of 'sport' 
1975: White Paper, Sport Confirmed sport and Funding increasingly Sport becomes a tool to 
and Recreation recreation as a legitimate diverted to areas of meet social policy goals, 
element of the welfare deprivation, principally, but other rationates 
state. inner cities underpinning sport policy 
are retained 
1977: White Paper, A A context of economic Funding allocations Growing congruence 
Policy for the Inner Cities decline sees sport utilised increasingly directed at between government and 
as a means to an end wider social objectives Sports Council policies 
(e.g. Urban Programme 
objectives) 
1979: 'New Right' Accountability and Funding for welfare Sports Council 
Conservative Party corporate planning objectives begins to be increasingly directed by 
elected, with Margaret required of sports bodies questioned government 
Thatcher as Prime Minister 
1982: GB Sports Council Wide-ranging strategy Acknowledged that, Elite sport in receipt of 
strategy, Sport in the reflected changes in the despite growing rhetoric of major proportion of Sports 
Community: The Next Ten late 1970s towards welfarism, grant-in-aid had Council funding 
Years increased accountability, been weighted towards 
specific target groups and elitism 
increasing links with 
government policy (e.g. 
Action Sport) 
Adapted from Green (2004a), based on Coalter, Long and Duffield (1988), Coghlan and Webb (1990), Henry (1993, 
2001), Home, Tomlinson and Whannel (1999), Houlihan (1991, 1997) and Roehe (1993). 
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The mid-1980s-to the mid-1990s 
Henry and Bramham (1993) identified the 1985-91 period as one of State Flexibilisation 
and Dis-investment, where New Right interests within the Conservative government 
held sway. Policy initiatives included the introduction of market principles into the 
management of public sector leisure provision through Compulsory Competitive 
Tendering (CCT) (see for example, Henry, 1993; 2001); sale of public sector assets (for 
example, playing fields); the politicisation of policy areas previously regarded as 
autonomous or quasi-autonomous of government policy; and a focus on economic goals 
rather than social goals. For Prime Minister, Margaret Thatcher, 'mass participation [in 
sport] was a service for which the user should pay while elite sport, especially soccer, 
was more a source of problems than a source of pride' (Houlihan, 2000a: 196). Thus, 
public expenditure on sport was viewed as consumption and a cost, as opposed to an 
element of a productive economy and an investment. 
On the other hand, sport was utilised as an economic tool in urban regeneration projects 
(Bianchini et ai, 1993; Gratton and Henry (eds.), 2001). Urban Development 
Corporations, such as the one designated to Merseyside, were tasked with creating a 
cultural infrastructure, inclusive of sport, centred on economic goals within a city 
regeneration remit. Arguably, this led to a decline in responsiveness to local sport needs, 
where spending on inner city social regeneration initiatives declined. Henry and 
Bramham (1993: 122) note a 41 % spending reduction between 1987 and 1990 in inner 
city areas. Further, the Action Sport programmes (McIntosh and Charlton, 1985) 
established to alleviate urban unrest were scaled down. Moreover, in this period, the 
Sports Council, although retaining a focus linking government social policy with sport 
policy, as expressed in Sport in the Community: The Next Ten Years (Sports Council, 
1982), allocated the largest funding commitment to elite level sport, given competing 
concerns around national sporting success (Coalter, Long and Duffield, 1988: 73-74). 
The period can also be characterised as one of fragmented organisation (Roche, 1993) 
where a lack of a coherent 'voice' for sport was evident, given, in part, tensions between 
the Sports Council and voluntary sector interests. Further, the role and remit of the 
Sports Council was called in question although the status quo remained in practice 
(OakJey and Green, 2001). Organisational and administrative fragmentation was in part 
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due to the shifting location of 'sport' within central government, at times linked to 
education, with school sport to the fore, and at times linked to local government through 
the department for the environment. In an attempt to shape policy processes, given 
organisational fragmentation, central government established direct intervention at the 
local level via the regional sport councils and greater control of local government, to 
ensure compliance with national policy aspirations. For example, government 
appointments to quangos in the 1980s 'increasingly reflected political leanings 
sympathetic to the New Right' (Henry and Bramham, 1993: 123). Thus the period can 
be characterised as one of increasing state intervention in policy impacting on sport in 
the context of a gradual reduction in resources available to local authorities and the 
Sports Councils. Nonetheless, despite these funding reductions, the Sports Council 
continued to place an emphasis on widening participation in sport through targeting 
certain social groups, as highlighted in Sport in the Community: Into the '90s (Sports 
Council, 1988) and inner city programmes continued to attract the attention of 
government: for example, the DoE (1989) review, Sport and Active Recreation 
Provision in the Inner Cities. 
Following the replacement of Thatcher as Prime Minister by the new Conservative 
Prime Minister, John Major (1990-97), the political salience of sport increased, in a 
period that 'marked a watershed' for sport (Houlihan, 2000a: 196). Importantly, John 
Major, and a number of his cabinet placed a value on sport, unlike Thatcher, and this 
was made tangible with the establishment of the Department of National Heritage 
(DNH) in 1992 that raised the political salience of sport within government. This 
organisational infrastructure was permeated with the broader ideas of 'one nation 
Conservatism' or the notion of a single, unitary, national heritage. In this sense, the era 
can be typified as one of Traditional Conservatism with its concerns around traditional 
team sports having a significant role in schools, for example, and national elite sport 
team success 
In sum, by the mid 1990s, 'an undoubted change in the government's approach to sport' 
emerged (Houlihan, 1997: 94); the most notable change being the inclusion of sport as a 
'good cause' in the newly formed National Lottery in 1994 (impacting on sport from 
1995). Jackson and Nesti (2001b) view this development as the single most significant 
factor in developing the infrastructure for sport, and as Green (2004a) observes, this was 
94 
particularly the case in respect of elite sport. In 1994, Ian Sproat (then Conservative 
Minister for Sport) stated that the Sports Council should, 'withdraw from the promotion 
of mass participation and informal recreation, and leisure pursuits, and from health 
promotion, instead shifting its focus to services in support of excellence' (cited in 
McDonald, 1995: 72). Thus a broad definition of sports development was replaced with 
a more focused achievement-orientated rationale. 
Nonetheless, some continuity between the Thatcher and Major administrations can be 
identified that impacted on the role of local government sportJ1eisure services, notably 
in respect of: the reduction in inner city social spending; promotion of local 
management of schools; the process of competitive tendering to manage local 
government leisure and sport facilities; and the emphasis on economic rather than social 
regeneration. In respect of economic priorities, the DNH brought together policy areas 
with little history of working together such as sport and tourism to act as a tool for city 
marketing and economic growth. Table 7 summarises this decade. 
Table 7: Sport Policy: mid·1980s·mid·1990s 
Key politicaUpolicy event Organisational and Funding implications Implications for sport 
administrative 
implications 
1986: Rossi Committee Examined the basis of, Debates regarding Representing NGB 
Report and justification for, the funding centred on how interests, the CCPR 
GB Sports Council's grant monies were to be argued for more influence 
existence used as to how funding 
allocations were spent 
1986 and 1987: Treasury Confirmed links between White Paper expenditure Funding concentrated on 
White Papers, The sport, recreation and plans frequently stressed broader social policy 
Government's government policy in how funds should be used objectives 
Expenditure Plans inner cities 
1988: Sports Council Major focus on women Targeted funding Aim would be to help 
strategy, Sport in the and young people priorities NGBs 'develop and 
Community: Into the '90s (primarily the 13·24 age implement their own 
group) as target groups strategies' 
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1990: John Major Major's appointment Major supported a Support for role of sport 
replaced Margaret heralded a change in National Lottery; sport in furthering national 
Thatcher as Prime government's approach to one of five good causes to heritage and national team 
Minister sport benefit success 
1992: DNH established Reflected personal Further centralised Raised status of sport at 
commitment of John control of funding Cabinet level 
Major; attempt to bring allocations to sport 
together a fragmented 
policy area 
1994: National Lottery Crucial impact on sport Sport to benefit from Arguably the single most 
founded and recreation, largely for estimated additional important factor 
capital projects in early £200m to £250m per underpinning sport policy 
years annum by 1999 at both the elite and 
welfare ends of the 
continuum 
Adapted from Green (2004a), based on Coalter, Long and Duffield (1988), Henry (1993, 2001), Houhhan (1991, 
1997), Roche (1993) and Sports Council (1982,1988). 
1995· 2006 
Oakley and Green (2001) highlight important structural changes and new initiatives in 
sport policy administration and governance up until the year 2000, concluding that the 
period 1995-2000 represents a period of 'selective re-investment' in British sport. The 
authors claim that the year 1995 represents a 'watershed' in sports policy in the UK, 
with the publication of the first major policy document on sport in twenty years, namely 
Sport: Raising the Game (DNH, 1995). Sport: Raising the Game provides an 
unambiguous indication of government priorities, with its focus on the development of 
elite sport and specifically Britain's 'national sports'. Further, Green (2004a: 371) 
argues that Sport: Raising the Game 'abandoned any pretence of an integrated and 
multi-dimensional approach to sports development' as previously represented by the 
Sports Development Continuum (Houlihan and White, 2002: 41-2). Further, Sport: 
Raising the Game signalled the withdrawal of central government administration of 
welfare objectives for sport, with responsibilities for mass participation to be transferred 
to local authority leisure/sport services. Lentell (1993: 147) argues that these policy 
developments ended the Sports Council's 'dangerous liaison' with the 'community' and 
community development through sport, McDonald (1995) noted not only the demise of 
Sport for All at the national level, but also at the local authority level, where although 
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responsibility for grass-roots sport and sport as social policy was being devolved to the 
local level, local authorities were not, in practice, actively engaging in promoting Sport 
for All. Houlihan (1997: 95) summarises the key themes of the document as first, the 
withdrawal from mass participation programmes, and by contrast, a growing emphasis 
on elite sport; second, the introduction of conditional funding arrangements for 
goveming bodies of sport in a bid to steer policy towards elite objectives; and third, the 
requirement for schools that 'traditional' team sports feature in the National Curriculum. 
Green (2004a, 2004b) also views the mid-1990s as the time when a policy community 
emerged around elite sport; one that bound government and voluntary sector bodies 
through conditional funding linked to unambiguous policy goals and strategic targets. 
Thus, an organisational, administrative and funding framework was established that 
supported elite sport development (also see Green and Houlihan, 2005a). 
However, with the election of New Labour in 1997, following a period of 'muddle and 
retreat' (Houlihan, 2002: 198), the government has arguably re-introduced a focus on 
Sport for All through the vehicle of social inclusion (DCMS, 1999). Although Labour 
re-asserted its commitment to Sport for All in its pre-election policy statement (Labour 
Party, 1996), and in the post-election statement England, the sporting nation (English 
Sports Council, 1997c), it was not until the policy statement A Sporting Future for All 
(DCMS, 2000) and subsequent strategic plans (DCMS, 2001a, 2001b) and delivery 
report (DCMS, 2004) that Labour found its own voice for sport. In effect, this policy 
and strategy is the embodiment of New Labour beliefs, values and policy preferences. In 
essence, New Labour sought a path between New Right market-oriented policy and 
'old' Left welfarist objectives, or a 'third way' (Giddens, 1998). Houlihan (2000a: 176) 
concludes that 'The present government's broad ideological orientation is best reflected 
in the promotion of social inclusion and best value'. In terms of social inclusion, that 
can be defined as a combination of linked problems such as low income, poor health 
and high crime, it is claimed that 'Sport and recreational activity can contribute to 
neighbourhood renewal and make a real difference to health, crime, employment and 
education in deprived communities' (PATIO report, DCMS, 1999: 8). In respect of 
welfare, the government have also sought to combine 'recreational welfare' (re-
distributive justice by targeting disadvantaged groups) and 'welfare as recreation' (using 
sport for social benefits or reducing social costs) (see Coalter, Long and Duffield, 
1988). 
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In sum, A Sporting Future for All (DCMS, 2000) identifies four instrumental uses for 
sport, namely: to further social inclusion, widen participation and address 'anti-social' 
activity; to promote healthier lifestyles; to boost national identity and international 
prestige via elite sporting success; and to utilise sport for economic gain, e.g. sports 
tourism. Hence, a partial continuation with prior government rationales for intervention 
in sport but a departure in terms of the focus on social inclusion (see Collins and Kay, 
2003). Also, in terms of area-based initiatives, Sport Action Zones followed the creation 
of 'action zones' to tackle social exclusion for other policy areas such as in education, 
employment and health. These 'new' developments sit alongside a continuation of 
social programmes that originated under Major in 1996, such as the Priority Area 
Initiative (PAn and Community Sport Initiative (CSn, aimed at stimulating applications 
for lottery funding from disadvantaged regions, although due to inequities in the bidding 
process, Labour modified the legislation to allow Sport England to 'solicit' bids in 
'deprived areas'. 
A Sporting Future for All (DCMS, 2000: 7) also persists with changes to school sport 
introduced under Major, such as establishing specialist sport colleges (DfEE, 1998a, 
1998b; Houlihan, 2000a; Houlihan and Green, 2006; Penney and Houlihan, 2001; 
Penney, Houlihan and Eley, 2002), although greater weighting is given to community 
and educational objectives than under the prior Conservative administration (see chapter 
6). Labour viewed sports colleges as fulfilling a similar role to comprehensive schools, 
namely as a hub within a community to draw-in resources to tackle social exclusion, 
with sport playing a role (Henry, 2001: 98). On the other hand, specialist sport colleges 
can be viewed as having a significant role in elite sport policy objectives (Green, 
2004a). Finally in respect of school sport, a greater emphasis was placed on protecting 
playing fields from disposal under the incumbent Labour government (see chapter 7). 
In terms of the organisation and administration of sport, under Labour, regional bodies 
were re-introduced with a remit for sport, as part of the 'devolution agenda', replacing 
the Regional Councils for Sport and Recreation that were disbanded by a Conservative 
government in 1996. This policy direction raises a number of jurisdictional concerns, as 
sport bodies attempt to span the divide between the objectives relating to the 
development of sport and those associated with development through sport (Houlihan 
and White, 2002) which may be particularly problematic in crowded policy spaces such 
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as school sport (Houlihan, 2000a). Regional bodies are now required to plan and 
facilitate national policy objectives, such as the newly created North-West Regional 
Sports Board, who must work with County Sport Partnerships, such as the Merseyside 
Sport Partnership, local authorities, such as Liverpool City Council, and a plethora of 
voluntary sector bodies, in addition to the regional offices of Sport England (see chapter 
5). As the North-West Plan for Sport 2004-08 (Sport England North-West, 2004) 
emphasises, sport must now contribute to a range of social policy goals such as urban 
regeneration, community safety, social inclusion, economic growth, educational and 
,health related objectives. 
An increasing element of coercion is evident in sport policy under New Labour as can 
be identified in the texts of A Sporting Future for All (DCMS, 2000) and Game Plan 
(DCMS, 2002) and in the practices that followed. The focus on the 'modernisation' of 
local government and voluntary sector sport bodies increasingly features elements of 
new managerialism, such as a greater emphasis on monitoring, auditing and control. 
Thus, even though A Sporting Future for All states that the government (via its 
agencies) should not run sport, it nevertheless has established, in part, an organisational 
and funding framework that facilitates consensus with central government priorities. For 
example, NGBs of sport are required to meet both sport-specific indicators of success, 
and equity targets in their sport, in order to access funding. In sum, the directive 
approach to policy of the New Right administrations has arguably been retained if not 
extended under New Labour, where pressure from central government on quangos, local 
government and voluntary sector sport bodies has increased (Green and Houlihan, 
2005b). Two further documents, The Government's Plan for Sport (DCMS, 2001a) and 
A Sporting Future for All: Action Plan (DCMS, 2001b) followed that detail the roles, 
remit and responsibilities of the many agencies charged with delivering policy. A 
'private sector style' of policy and management has therefore replaced the 'pluralist' 
arrangements of the 1970s and 1980s. This takes the form of requirements on these 
organisations to enact corporate planning, managerial efficiency, financial constraint, 
and partnership with the commercial sector. Taylor (1997), in regard to the DNH, 
identified that four types of key resource are available to government in influencing 
policy processes, namely: finance; legislation, policy guidance and review; systematic 
scrutiny; and ministerial activism. Arguably, the DCMS has retained these powers in 
shaping policy. 
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Green (2004a) characterises the period 1995-2002 as one of increasing support for elite 
sports development, as demonstrated in the key policy statements cited, and in the 
National Lottery funding strategy (Sport England, 1999b). Moreover, McDonald (2000: 
85) contends that, other objectives are either peripheral, or exist to support this 
fundamental strategic objective'. Given the emergent elite sport policy community, it is 
perhaps unsurprising that, as Houlihan (2000a: 175) observes, 'it is notable that there 
has been far greater progress in addressing the issues associated with the elite end of the 
sports continuum'. McDonald (2000: 84) goes further in arguing that 'a qualitative shift 
in the sports-participation culture away from the egalitarian and empowering aspirations 
of community-based sporting activity to an hierarchical and alienating culture of high-
performance sport' has occurred. As Green and Houlihan (2005a: 184) conclude, in 
relation to the UK and other countries, 'state agencies have been crucial in specifying, 
constructing and maintaining through resource control and dependency the pattern of 
values and beliefs supportive of elite achievement'. The government priorities around 
elite sport may become further embedded into policy processes as the organisational and 
funding structures mature. Moreover, clear strategic goals now exist across the policy 
community for elite sport following the award of the Olympic Games 2012 to London 
(see table 8 to follow). 
Nonetheless, by 2006, the government's social policy agenda for sport is more visible, 
despite the problems of policy implementation in a policy area with weak structural 
capacity and characterised by overlapping issue networks, as opposed to the 
increasingly distinct policy community for elite sport. Game Plan (DCMS, 2002) makes 
clear the links between sport and adjacent policy areas such as health, education and 
youth justice. Further, funding such as the New Opportunities Fund (NOF) and 
Neighbourhood Renewal Fund (NRF) have to an extent re-invigorated areas of sport 
policy that relate to educational and social policy goals, within the broader 'regeneration 
agenda' of central government. Whether these funding streams are 'monies for sport' or 
in effect compromise sport-specific goals and 'skew' sport policy depends on the 
perspectives of policy actors. 
What is certain is that from the mid-1990s onwards, sport has gained a far greater 
degree of political salience than prior to this period. Oakley and Green (200 I) conclude 
that the sport policy area has experienced increasing government intervention 
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irrespective of the political administration holding office. Scambler (2005: 179) 
concludes that, 'New Labour from its election in 1997 not only sought to capitalize on 
sporting success, in line with prior political convention, but was innovative in using 
mass sport as an instrument of social and health policy, namely, as a way of combating 
social exclusion and promoting public health respectively. This is an example of ... 
governmentality', where the state uses its power to colonise 'civil society' (this theme is 
further explored in chapter 9). A table (8) summarising the period 1995-2006 follows. 
Table 8: Sport Policy: 1995-2006 
Key politicaUpolicy event Organisational and Funding implications Implications for sport 
administrative 
implications 
1995: policy statement. Two key themes: (i) Grants to NOBs now Substantial support for 
Sport: Raising the Game development of elite conditional upon support elite level, although 
athletes and establishment for government objectives funding implications were 
of an elite training centre, a concern; local authorities 
and (ii) youth sport and to address mass 
schools participation! welfare 
goals 
1997: New Labour elected Introduction of 'Best Increasing policy rhetoric Continued support for elite 
Value' initiative aimed at linked sport funding to sport institute network 
modernising local social inclusion objectives (UKSI) operating from 
government services, 1999; UK Sport Council 
including sport and created as part of re-
leisure; social inclusion organisation of Sports 
becomes key policy Councils - Sport England 
concern; DNH renamed formed and becomes 
DCMS distributor of Lottery 
funding from 1999 
1999: Sport England Twin objectives -local Two key strands: Further confirmation of 
produce, Lottery Fund projects for all and to Community Projects Fund support for elite level 
Strategy, 1999·2009 improve medal-winning (£ISOm) and World Class 
chances at international Fund (£50m) 
level 
2000: policy statement, A Reiterated much of NGB funding now directly NGBs required to produce 
Sporting Future for All rhetoric in Sport: Raising linked to performance national talent 
the Game; linked to Best targets performance plans 
Value objectives; identifying pathways from 
grassroots to international 
level, and equity targets 
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2002: Game Plan: A Major government review Recommendations Thematic working to 
Strategy for Delivering at all levels, structures and included 'simplifying the establish mutual benefits 
Government's Sport and financing of sport; fragmented funding across policy sectors 
Physical Activity symbiotic links between arrangements' for sport encouraged, with a 
Objectives sport, education, health specific focus on sport and 
and crime emphasised health Further 
prioritisation of funding to 
NGBs recommended 
2004: Review of Sport Rationalisation of the Funding powers reduced. Further severance of elite 
England service. UK Sport to lead Greater powers to regional sport and mass 
elite sport, whilst Sport sports boards participation and social 
England lead policy goals 
2005: award of the Greater focus on Funding increasingly Reinforces the emerging 
Olympic Games 2012 to rationalising sports linked to targets/medals - elite sport policy 
London administration further control of NGBs community. Sport's role in 
economic regeneration is 
strengthened 
2006: CPA replaces Best Greater thematic working Funding linked to Further pressure on local 
Value across local authorities performance indicators authorities to meet 
encouraged. Sport's role in government objectives. 
the 'regeneration' agenda The status of sport is 
is extended raised in local authorities. 
2006: Government Regional sports boards Funding directed at grass- Further rationalisation of 
streamlines the gain influence. Sport roots sport and elite sport Sport England with 
organisation and funding England to focus on grass- through separate streams powers transferred to 
of sport roots sport and UK Sport regional sports boards. 
to focus on elite sport 
objectives in line with the 
A National Sports 2012 Olympics. Local Greater involvement of the The Olympics has acted as 
Foundation (NSF) authorities to link-in with private sector in grass- a 'focusing event' 
established widening participation roots sport via the NSF: 
agenda. Greater cross- Olympic success a target 
departmental working 
within central government 
Source: Adapted from Green (2004a), based on DNH (1995), DCMS (2000, 2002), English Sports Council (1998b), 
Oakley and Green (2001), Houlihan (1997), McDonald (2000), and Sport England (1999b). 
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Political ideologies and rationales underpinning sport policy 
Coalter, Long and Duffield (1988), Henry (1993; 2001) and Roche (1993) relate sport 
and leisure policy to different political ideologies. Bramham (2001: 9) states that 
'Political ideologies are best described as reflections of the world and reflections on the 
world. They offer a prescription of how the world ought to be and subsequently a guide 
or mandate for political priorities and action'. Roche (1993: 102) suggests that sport in 
the early part of the 20th century was largely dominated by an 'amateur ideology' that 
emerged out of the Victorian era of public-school sport, when class and sport was most 
closely related and a distinction between amateurs and professionals emerged. By the 
mid_20th century an ideology of 'welfarism' emerged that brought about a more 
politicised, professional and bureaucratic approach to sport, in for example, the 
establishment of the Sports Councils; a characteristic of Fabian or 'Old' Labour policy 
(Home, Tomlinson and Whannel, 1999: 196). Roche suggests that late-20th century 
sport policy has been dominated by the twin ideologies of global capitalism and 
consumerism, which can be related 'to the anti-collectivism of the New Right or 
Thatcherism' (in Home, Tomlinson and Whannel 1999). Home, Tomlinson and 
Whannel (1999: 197) link political ideology and political party with 'sports interest'. 
The author has added 'dominant interests' and 'dominant sectors' in sports/leisure 
policy to create table 9 as follows. 
Table 9: Political interests in sport 
Sports Interest Political Ideology Political Party Dominant Interests Dominant sector 
Gentlemanly Reluctant Traditional Elite development Voluntary 
amateurism collectivism Conservatism 
Corporate Fabianism I 'Old'Labour Welfare Public 
Welfarism collectivism 
Market Anti-collectivism New Right I Commercial Private 
Thatcherism 
Market-led 'Third Way' New Labour Social Inclusion Public-private 
welfarism (Best and 
Value) Elite Development 
Adapted from on Home, Tomhnson and Whannel (1999: 197). 
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However, Henry (1993; 2001) provides the most comprehensive account of political 
ideology and sport policy. Henry (2001: 52) relates political ideologies to central 
government sports policy, along a political continuum, from structural Marxism to 
Liberalism. Each of the six ideologies embodies a view as to the utility of sport. 
Arguably, in the period 1970-2006, three of the ideologies have at times dominated the 
government's approach to sport policy, namely Traditional Conservatism, Labourism 
and neo-conservatism (see tablelO). Since 1997, the Labour government's 'Third Way' 
(Giddens, 1998) has underpinned policy processes impacting on sport. The 
'modernisation' of local government around the concept of Best Value is at the core of 
this 'ideology' (Henry, 2001). In sum, policy actors with the sport policy area are likely 
to hold core beliefs and values that are instrumental in the shaping of sports policy. 
Table 10: Political ideology and sport policy 
Structural New Urban Utopian New Conservatism New Right 
Marxism Left Socialism Labour 
Values Oppose Extend Equality, Equity, Elitism, Negative 
, capitalism opportunity Social Inclusion, Heritage, freedom, 
Core for minority control Stake- Social order Individualism 
beliefs groups holding Meritocracy 
The reinforces Challenge Reduce Economic, Social and Promote 
value dominant racism, inequality social - personal personal 
of values, Promote of access. education, value; choice 
sport Intrinsic value positive Support health, character, 
lost in self-image, collectivism crime competition, 
institutionalise Multi- in sport reduction, national unity 
d sport culturalism elite 
sporting 
success 
Policy none Use sport to Maximise Support Support elite Market-led, 
priorit raise opportunity elite level sport. no subsidised 
ies for political for specific sport and 'national provision 
sport awareness, social extend sports' , use 
challenge groups, opportunity sport to 
hegemony Sport for for youth address social 
All order 
problems 
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Role none Organise Support Devolve Arms-length Limited stale 
oC the leisure non-profit provision to but strong role, 
State, locally. making third sector central lead, extend Private 
govern resist provision and/or support sector role 
ment central state and commercial voluntary 
provision subsidise sector, or sector 
retain in 
public 
sector if it 
gives Best 
Value 
Strong 
central lead 
Adaptedfram Henry (2001: 58-9). 
Houlihan (1991. 1997) states that governrnents have perceived sports policy as a rneans 
to an end. rather than an end in itself. with the instrurnental uses of sport having 
increased in number over time; in particular in relation to the use of sport to address 
social policy 'problems'. In this regard, Henry and Bramham (1993: 105) observe that, 
'The state's interest in intervention in leisure [including sport] is most clearly associated 
with periods of high social and political tension'. In effect, successive governments 
have invested in sport more for the potential extrinsic benefits (e.g. national prestige, 
social order, economic development, reducing health costs and crime, 'rational 
recreation') than simply encouraging citizens to participate in sport 'for its own sake'. 
Houlihan and White (2002) make a distinction between 'development through sport' 
(extrinsic benefits, e.g. sport in social policy) and 'development of sport' (the intrinsic 
benefits of participation and sport-specific objectives). 
Arguably, the two persistent policy concerns of government have been the youth 
'problem'; from the 'Wolfenden gap' to the current focus on 'social inclusion' (Collins 
and Kay, 2003), and elite sport, where national sporting achievement has emerged as the 
dominant policy concern in the last decade (Green, 2004a). In respect of young people 
and sport policy, the Wolfenden Report (1960) states that 'if more young people had 
opportunities for playing games fewer of them would develop criminal habits ' (cited in 
Houlihan, 2000a: 193). The government has been concerned with both 'too much 
leisure' for youth, with, for example, the emergence of affluent youth in the 1960s and 
potential social disorder, and 'too little' active leisure and sport, as with the current 
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concerns about the health of young people and the 'crisis' of obesity (see chapter 8). 
The association between sport policy, youth and social integration is demonstrated in 
the 1980s 'Action Sport' initiative (MacIntosh and Charlton, 1985) following a series of 
inner city riots, and more recently with the social inclusion agenda, as reflected in the 
Policy Action Team 10 report (DCMS, 1999). In relation to elite sport, the rationales for 
government intervention have included nation building, international recognition and 
the use of sport as a diplomatic resource (Houlihan, 1991). A third rationale of 
increasing significance is the utilisation of sport as a component of economic 
development and city 're-imaging to boost tourism, particularly from the 1980s (Oratton 
and Henry, 2001). Houlihan (2000b: 195) concludes that the state treats sport 'as a 
convenient and malleable instrument for the achievement of non-sporting goals [and a] 
relatively inexpensive policy instrument'. In sum, the changing rationales for state 
involvement, or absence from involvement, reflect fundamental concerns about rights of 
citizenship, the state and the individual (cf. Henry and Bramham, 1986). 
The organisation and administration of sport 
As noted, attempts at founding a planned and co-ordinated approach to sport policy 
began with the establishment of an Advisory Sports Council in 1965, following the 
recommendations of the Wolfenden Report (1960). This was the precedent to the 
founding of the Sports Council in 1972. Further, the Cobham Report (1973) on Sport 
and Leisure pointed to the weakness in the fragmentary nature of government 
responsibility for sport and suggested the appointment of a 'Minister for Recreation' as 
an essential step towards a greater measure of co-ordination. However, the fact that the 
sport portfolio has been moved between a number of different government departments 
over the past four decades has been in part responsible for the ongoing absence of a 
coherent 'voice' for sport. Home, TomIinson and WhanneI (1999: 210) claim that as a 
result of the changing locations for sports policy within government, 'a coherent and 
systematic policy towards sport has never been produced in Britain'. Further, many 
commentators argue that the administration of sport has not become any less 
disorganised over time. As Roche (1993: 91) observes, the 'structural disorganisation 
and internal conflict are at least long-standing and probably endemic in the British sport 
policy-making "community"'. In fact, Roche (1993) refers to the organisation of sport 
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as a 'disorganised shambles' (also see Bramham, 1991). Arguably the policy area has 
recently exhibited further 'organisational pluralism' with the founding of new bodies 
such as the Youth Sport Trust (in 1994); bodies dealing with new funding sources (e.g. 
Foundation for Sport and the Arts in 1991); and a plethora of regional bodies, such as 
the new Regional Sports Boards. 
Key actors and relationships in the sport policy area 
A number of government departments have become involved in sport, physical 
education, recreation and leisure. The Home Office addresses issues connected with 
anti-doping, hooliganism and crime in sport and the Department of Health promotes 
physical activity for health, e.g. in schools. However, three central government 
departments have most responsibility for sport and physical recreation. These are the 
Department of Education and Skills (DfES) , the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister 
(ODPM) formerly the Department of Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR), 
and most notably, the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS). The DfES 
oversees sport in schools. The ODPM (the Department for Communities and Local 
Government from mid-2006) addresses local authority spending controls and land use 
planning. The DCMS provides funding for the UK and English Sports Councils and 
leads in respect of policy direction. The following table (11) identifies the various 
government responsibilities for sport. 
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Tablell: The pattern of government responsibility for sport and recreation in 
England 
Central government DCMS DIES ODPM (DCLG) DH Home Office 
ministry 
Main Sport England; Sport in the Local government Health Crime, drug-use 
responsibilities after-school National organisation and promotion and 
related to sport sport; national Curriculum; finance; land-use education 
lottery community use policy; (physical 
of sports activity focus) 
facilities 
Examples of Sport England; LEAs Leisure Services Regional Health YJB, Youth 
national UK Sport, within local Authorities, Services within 
government regional sports government, PCTs local authorities 
agencies and key boards GORs,RDAs 
partnerships 
Examples of CCPR, NPPA, YST, Voluntary NPPA,CCPR Various Youth 
national non- governing sector school voluntary and organisations in 
government bodies of sport sport community the voluntary 
organisations organisations, sector bodies sector 
Teaching 
Unions, CCPR, 
NPFA 
Based on H oulzhan (1997: 97 J. 
The DCMS oversees both the UK Sports Council (UK Sport) and the English Sports 
Council (Sport England). The UK Sports Council takes a lead among the Sports 
Councils in all aspects that require strategic planning, administration, co-ordination or 
representation for elite sports development. For example, UK Sport heads the UK 
Sports Institute (UKSI) regional network, Essentially, the role of Sport England is 
twofold: to develop and maintain the infrastructure of sport in England and to distribute 
Lottery funds via its Lottery Sports Fund (LSF), Sport England's grant-in-aid from the 
Exchequer goes primarily towards maintaining the sports infrastructure, and the 
National Lottery funds are earmarked for the development of sport. Sport England is 
accountable to parliament through the Secretary for State for Culture, Media and Sport 
(DCMS) who appoints members of Sport England. The following diagram is a 
schematic representation of the organisation and administration of sport in the UK 
(based on Oakley and Green, 2001: 78), This figure (4) identifies the relationships 
between key actors in the sport policy area, 
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Figure 4: Schematic representation of the sport policy area 
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Source: Oakley and Green (2001: 78). 
The representation of sport within central government has proved problematic. The 
portfolio for sport has been moved within central government on a number of occasions, 
from 1962 to date, through departments responsible for education, where school sport 
was a focus, housing and local government, a lengthy period in the Department of the 
Environment (1974-91) that oversaw local government and land-use planning, back to 
education in 1990, then amalgamated with the arts, tourism, broadcasting and film 
within a Department of National Heritage in 1992. In 1997, Labour replaced the DNH 
with the Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) with the aim of creating 
synergy between sport and other policy areas within the DCMS remit, but it is 
questionable whether this has proven to be of value for sports interests. Further, in this 
time, twelve ministers have assumed the role, with Dennis Howell (1964-70 and 1974-
79) widely acknowledged as the minister who initially raised the profile of sport within 
central government. Also of significance is the increasing activism (Taylor, 1997) of 
ministers for sport, perhaps most notably since the mid-1990s. Despite this, the role 
carries relatively little influence. Some commentators (e.g. Pickup, 1996) argue that the 
sports minister has the only portfolio in government with no budget, limited authority 
and little or no power, and yet is accountable for Sports Council policy failure. It can 
also be argued that ministers for sport have been selected on the basis of having an 
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interest in sport rather than in the interests of sport. The ministers chosen to represent 
sport tend to enter and exit the role on a frequent basis, which hardly furthers the 
sustainability of policy direction, although the latest incumbent, Richard Caborn, has 
been in post for five years. Houlihan (1997) argues that there has been considerable 
uncertainty over the status and location of sport within government as a result of a 
diversity of policy objectives to which sport has been linked. This uncertainty arose as 
both major political parties were reluctant to bring sport into the mainstream of 
parliamentary debate, and also due to lack of civil service expertise in this policy area, 
and the lack of a parent department that encapsulated such a broad and amorphous range 
of policy objectives. 
Sport England 
According to Taylor (1997), McDonald (2000) and Oakley and Green (2001), power 
has increasingly shifted towards the central government department with the 
responsibility for sport (the DCMS since 1997), and away from its lead agency. Since 
its inception in 1972, the Sports Councils have been 'squeezed' between two frequently 
oppositional coalitions of interests, one in the voluntary sector representing sport-
specific interests, and one predominantly in the public sector representing sport as an 
instrument of social policy. The Sports Council representing England (now 'Sport 
England') has been subject to many government reviews since the 1980s related to its 
role, responsibilities and authority. Following the Rossi committee's review (1986) 
which examined the justification for the Sport Council's very existence (but 
recommended maintaining the status quo), there were a further seven government 
reviews between 1989 and 2000, and a recent review has changed the remit of Sport 
England and reduced its powers (see table 8). Government itself has been reluctant to 
intervene 'directly' in sports matters, as direct involvement may result in an 'overload' 
of government administration, as well as 'politicising' a policy area where there is much 
'electoral danger' and little political capital to be gained (Coalter, 1990). Houlihan 
(1991) suggests governments use quangos to administer policy solutions that have a 
high public profile, promise an immediate impact, and are inexpensive. In sum, most 
commentators do not perceive 'clear blue water' between the interests of central 
government and the actions of the Sports Council. In other words, a 'hands-on' rather 
than 'arms-length' metaphor perhaps better characterises the relationship between the 
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government and its agencies. Moreover, Sport England's location at the centre of the 
sports community has regularly been challenged by the CCPR since the Council's 
inception and its policy guidance has habitually been ignored by local authorities in 
respect of certain issues (see chapter 7 on playing fields policy). 
Local authorities 
In respect of the role of local authorities, sport and recreation emerged as a discrete 
service in the early 1970s, although sport tends to be a policy concern within broader 
departmental policies and competing priorities, where in terms of departmental 
boundaries, sport is usually located within leisure services, itself aligned to either 
education, community services, youth services, cultural services or combinations of 
these. In recent years, departments such as Leisure and Community Services, that 
oversaw sport, have been phased out, with sport transferred to departments with a remit 
for regeneration objectives such as health promotion and social inclusion, in line with 
key central government priorities. Within 'leisure', sport may share a budget with 
services such as libraries and/or the arts or tourism. 'Sport' itself may be divided into 
different units such as sports development, leisure facility management, outdoor 
recreation, and parks (see Liverpool case study: chapter 5). 
Capital and revenue expenditure for leisure services grew in the 1970s, levelled off in 
the 1980s, and has steadily declined in absolute terms since the early 1990s, although 
capital expenditure has fallen more so than revenue expenditure (Houlihan, 1997: 133). 
The relative stability of funding can be explained in terms of central government 
concerns regarding urban unrest (most notably in the 1980s); and leisure (including 
sport) as elements of economic regeneration (from the 1980s onwards) (Bianchini et ai, 
1995; Gratton and Henry (eds.), 2001); and in respect of social exclusion, youth crime, 
educational standards, and the health of the nation (since 1997 in particular). It is also 
noteworthy that despite the impact of the lottery funding for sport in the last decade, 
local government expenditure on sport and recreation far exceeds that of both UK Sport 
and Sport England combined (Henry, 2001: 115-116; also see the Lord Carter of Coles 
report, 2005; and the report of the Independent Sports Review Group, 2005: 69-76). 
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The impact of legislation, budgetary pressure, re-organisations, and private sector 
management practices into the public sector, from the mid-1980s to date, has arguably 
weakened the autonomy of local authorities in establishing and implementing sport 
policy independent of central government intervention. Sport for Whom? Clarifying the 
Local Authority Role in Sport and Recreation (Audit Commission, 1988) favoured the 
marketisation of leisure services given the view that local authorities lacked a strategic 
vision, policy direction, planning, and financial accountability. An increasing focus on 
the 'financial imperative' followed in the early 1990s given economic recession and 
factors such as the changing demographic profile for sport, with community sports 
development the hardest hit area of sport services, where a local authority preference 
existed for activities that generated a more rapid return on investment. The 
'modernisation' of local government since 1997 (Henry, 2001) has again impacted on 
local sport policy via Best Value (Sport England, 1999a), that replaced CCT, and which 
required greater accountability, efficiency and effectiveness of local services (recently 
replaced by the Comprehensive Performance Assessment framework that extends the 
'auditing culture' into leisure services). (See chapter 5 for a focus on local government 
in Liverpool). 
In terms of influence, representative bodies for leisure services include the Chief 
Leisure Officers Association and, representation within the Local Government 
Association. However, the voice of these bodies and the professional bodies in the 
policy area are arguably relatively weak. For example, successive governments have 
rejected the idea of introducing a statutory duty on local authorities to provide sport and 
only the local education authorities (LEAs) must provide facilities for physical 
education (PE). Sport remains a marginal concern with its budget relatively unprotected 
(again, see chapter 5). In sum, sport interests are weak within local government and 
increasingly subject to central government pressures to 'tailor' programmes to best fit 
central government key policy priorities. As Houlihan (1997: 46) observes, 'the powers, 
finances and responsibilities of local authorities in the UK are determined by 
parliament. Consequently, although local government is a major provider of 
opportunities for sport and recreation, the scope for variation and discretion has become 
increasingly limited'. Lowndes and Wilson (2003) argue that under the current Labour 
government, there has been a progressive shift from commitment-based to control-based 
strategies for change, where local government has been subject to the principle of 
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'earned autonomy'. On the other hand, Henry and Bramham (1986) observed how 
leisure professionals mediated state policy at the local level in an urban context. 
In sum, a number of tensions exist between central and local government, where the 
role, remit and relative autonomy of local authority sport and recreation services is a 
persistent concern. As Houlihan (1997: 132) states, 'The period since 1974 has been 
characterised by continual tinkering with the structure, the powers of local authorities 
and the method of funding'. Local government was notable for its absence in Sport: 
Raising the Game (DNH, 1995) that may imply an antipathy toward local government. 
However, its contribution to facility provision and potential contribution to social 
inclusion objectives, community regeneration and in meeting sport-specific objectives 
was highlighted by the Labour government in A Sporting Future for All (DCMS, 2000). 
Outside of community objectives, as Houlihan and White (2002: 220) observe, 'it is 
easy to overlook the significant contribution that local authorities make to excellence ... 
through the provision and subsidy of specialist training and competition venues' 
(chapter 5 highlights Liverpool City Council's contribution in this respect). 
The regional organisation of sport 
The regional organisation of sport has been subject to many changes over the last thirty 
years. The 1975 White Paper set up the Regional Councils for Sport and Recreation and 
gave them the task of producing Regional Recreational Strategies. Until the 1990s, 
Sports Council regional offices operated alongside Regional Councils for Sport and 
Recreation. These councils represented a composite of specific sports interests at the 
regional and sometimes county and local levels. Under the Conservative administrations 
of the 1990s, the government sought to create 'clear blue water' between the Sports 
Council and the voluntary sector by abolishing the Regional Councils for Sport and 
Recreation in 1996, as these were serviced by the regional offices of the Sports Council. 
The key motivation for doing so, however, was perhaps to increase central government 
steering of sport policy, as the regional bodies effectively had access to decision-making 
processes through the forum with the regional sports councils. Central government was 
concerned that interest group pressure would influence the government agency, creating 
an 'internal lobby' and tensions between DNH and Sports Council policy. Although 
regional bodies were re-introduced under a Labour government in 1999/2000 in the 
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form of sports boards, central government has retained control over policy by 
appointing members of the boards whose representation is largely made up of public 
sector professionals, with limited direct input from the voluntary sector. The sport 
boards work with, and increasing direct, the Sport England regional offices, with sports 
board policy mediated by the objectives of Regional Development Agencies (RDAs), 
Regional Chambers (RCs), regional Cultural Consortia, and Government Offices for the 
regions (GORs), who were established in 1994, arguably to extend central government 
influence at the regional level. These agencies put pressure on local government to 
deliver policy via a cross-cutting approach where 'sport' is one component of wider 
econornic and social goals. In sum, in an increasingly complex organisational and 
administrative policy area at the regional level, sport has a voice but one mediated if not 
subsumed by broader government objectives such as economic regeneration and the 
'health of the nation'. Wilson (2003: 317) concludes that, 'while there is extensive 
interaction between actors at sub-national level, this should not be seen as a proxy for 
policy influence ... Sub-national actors participate but they are rarely major players in 
shaping policy outcomes: the plurality which characterises sub-central governance does 
not reflect a pluralist power structure'. 
The voluntary sector 
As Houlihan (1997: 165) observes, 'Among the defining features of British sport is the 
extensive network of governing bodies and their influence on the character of 
competitive sport up until the mid-1980s'. However, in the last twenty years, the 
influence of the voluntary sector for sport has waned, although the 'extensive network' 
continues. This decline in influence can be attributed to the relative growth of state 
power underpinned in part by the substantive resource dependency on government 
grants and lottery monies attached to conditional funding arrangements. Roche (1993: 
78) stated that 'While sport authorities have some power, most financial power lies 
outside their hands in the control of various other agencies and sectors ... (hence) a 
basic gulf between the rhetoric of authority and the power to act, to control and to 
produce intended outcomes'. The antipathy of the voluntary sector toward 
professionalism, commercialisation and state involvement in sport has gradually 
receded whilst the fragmented organisation of the voluntary sector has only partially 
been addressed and a coherent 'voice' for voluntary sector sport interests remains an 
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issue. At the hub of the voluntary sector is the CCPR, that was formed in 1965 with the 
objective both of providing a unified voice for a disparate group of governing bodies of 
sport and other organisations and facilitating a strategic approach to decisions and 
actions affecting sport. Initially it was highly successful in attracting political and media 
support for its policies and campaigns (Jackson and Nesti, 2001a). However, with the 
establishment of the Sports Council, ostensibly to replace the CCPR but extend its 
work, 'high level political support resulted in the continuation of this body albeit in a 
much more emaciated form' (ibid: 22). The tensions surrounding this transfer of 
responsibilities and resources were arguably exacerbated as government extended its 
focus on sport, particularly in respect of utilising sport to meet welfare objectives, where 
significant resistance from the voluntary sector to such objectives remains today. Garrett 
(2004), for example, observed how voluntary sector sport bodies mediated state sport 
policy in the acquisition of lottery funding. The Central Council for Physical Recreation 
(CCPR) lobbies central government in the interests of its members, but, significantly, it 
is funded by the Sport England. The CCPR has periodically challenged the status of the 
government agency as the lead agency for sport policy, most notably during reviews of 
the Sports Council. 
Particular tensions have materialised around issues such as playing fields policy, in 
respect of which, the National Playing Fields Association (NPFA) has proved to be a 
key voluntary sector body of national policy significance (see chapter 7). Iackson and 
Nesti (200la) add that government sanctioned organisations have in effect attempted to 
remove the voice of the CCPR from the sport policy arena. Houlihan (1997: 169) 
concludes that the CCPR 'has dissipated its resources in an ultimately fruitless squabble 
with the ... Sports Council', and the British Olympic Association, although identified as 
'a potential alternative focus for collective lobbying by the voluntary sports sector [has] 
deliberately maintained a peripheral role' (ibid: 169). Therefore, the effective 
representation of the voluntary sector for sport remains problematic, particularly given 
the expansion of state influence over sport policy, particularly in the last decade. As a 
result, a more formal and selective relationship has developed between the government 
and voluntary sector for sport (Houlihan, 1997). Houlihan (2000a: 200) observes that 
'the major NGBs are involved in an increasingly close and prescriptive relationship with 
the Sports Councils where grant aid is predicated on compliance with Council (and 
government) policy objectives'. Relationships between government and governing 
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bodies of sport have also experienced significant tension where the recent 
'modernisation' of governing bodies has raised issues to do with voluntary sector 
autonomy from government intervention, particularly in respect of elite sport policy 
priorities (Green and Houlihan, 2005a). With the increasing focus on elite sport (Green, 
2004a), a lack of policy co-ordination and consensus has been viewed as hindering 
international sporting success. As Pickup (1996: 172) states, 'the provision of crucial 
support services such as top level coaching; elite training facilities ... or of opportunities 
for competitive experience are seen to be uncoordinated, inconsistent in quality and 
financially wasteful, it is time to take seriously the need for reform'. Ten years later, 
that 'reform' is taking shape as voluntary sector bodies adapt to government policy 
priorities. 
Patterns of interests 
In terms of patterns of interests, a cluster of organisations work with one or more 
government departments in respect of sport policy issues and these have changed over 
time. A series of issue networks (see chapter 2) can be identified that share a concern 
with, for example, the use of sport in addressing social issues. Some issues are 
addressed by interested parties on a regular basis and involve a specific government 
department with specific policies. Here, funding patterns can be identified as can an 
administrative framework through which organisations negotiate policy inputs, outputs 
and outcomes. In other words, a policy community (see chapter 2) is to some extent 
discernible. This community may have a relatively stable membership over time, with 
'barriers to entry' to 'outsiders'. One such emerging community has been identified as 
consisting of those concerned with elite sports development. This community is 
arguably an emerging advocacy coalition (Sabatier, 1999) sharing similar interests, 
policy preferences, values and beliefs. The elite sports development community or 
advocacy coalition has an identifiable set of policy objectives, specific resources, clear 
government steering and a relatively high degree of consensus. In respect of influence 
over the sport policy area, it seems clear that the elite sport community has significant 
advantages in formulating and implementing policy. 
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Arguably, there is a competition of beliefs and interests between the relatively organised 
'elite sport' coalition and the other 'clusters of interests' for both recognition and 
resources. These include a 'cluster' of interests around school sport/youth participation; 
community development/regeneration; economic regeneration; health, and a range of 
other issue areas (see table 12). Clearly, these interests compete for scarce resources in a 
policy area increasingly defined in terms of an 'uneven playing field', where the 
dominant policy concern is elite sport. 
Table 12: Patterns of interests in the sport policy area in England 
Cluster of interests Policy formulation Policy implementation 
Elite Sports Development DCMS. UK Sport UK Sport, sports medicine ~rgs, 
sports science ~rgs. BOA, Sports 
Coach UK (formerly NCF), sport-
specific coaches, CCPR. some 
NGBs, UKSI network actors, SSCs 
(provisionally), Sports academies, 
sport-specific SDOs 
Grass-roots sports development I DCMS,DfES Sport England, local authorities, 
widening participation voluntary sector sport bodies, 
schools, YST 
Education (PE and sport) DfES Schools, FE, Higher ed, local 
authorities, LEAs, YST 
Public Health issues DH PCTs, HAZ, SAZ, schools, local 
health authorities 
Social inclusion/community DCMS,DfES Sport England, local authorities, 
development Youth ~rgs, some SOOs 
Crime, drugs, hooliganism Home Office SAZ, NACRO, local authority 
youth Services, voluntary sector 
bodies 
Economic regeneration DETR RDAs, local authorities, PPPs I 
private sector. Cultural Consortia, 
local authorities 
Land~use planning, e.g. Playing DCMS,DETR NPFA, Sport England, local 
Fields planning authorities and leisure 
services 
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Resources for sport 
An analysis of the public sector funding of sport can be approached from several angles. 
First, there is the matter of government (exchequer) funding of the Sports Council. 
Second, there is the question of Sports Council funding priorities, e.g. grants to 
voluntary sector bodies. There are also questions of which sports are prioritised, and 
whether welfare or elite sport policy objectives should be prioritised and to what extent. 
Third is the question of local authority resources to deliver sport policy, and fourth, 
where, sport is increasingly funded by non-sport sources, such as monies from the 
health policy sector, questions can be raised regarding the extent to which organisations 
can pursue sport-specific objectives (the funding context for sport is explored more fully 
in chapter 5). Figure 5 highlights the complexity of the funding dynamics within the 
sport policy area. 
Figure 5: The funding of sport in the UK. 
Source: Lord Carter of Coles report (2005: 22). 
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As the Sport England (1998a: 3) identified, 
The Lottery Sports Fund has given a great boost to sport, but we must not forget that it does not and will 
not equal and should never replace public and private investment in sport. Local government spends 
considerably more on sport than central government and the Lottery Sports Fund combined, and this 
investment is key to continued development at grass-roots level'. 
Despite this statement, Oakley and Green (2001: 85) state that 'Any study of 
contemporary sport policy should perhaps start with a consideration of the policies 
adopted in directing Lottery grants, since this now dominates the 'power' structures of 
British sport'. Referring to A Sporting Future for All (DCMS, 2000), lackson and Nesti 
(2001b: 149) also note that the success of sport 'appears closely connected with the 
effective use of National Lottery capital and revenue monies'. The National Lottery was 
introduced under the Conservative administration of 1992-97. The National Lottery Act 
1993 detailed five 'good causes' of which sport was one. Conservative priorities for 
lottery funding in sport included specific 'national sports' such as cricket and tennis. 
Arguably, the lottery funding arrangements favoured wealthier and better organised 
sports clubs as well as specific (wealthier) regions of the country. Compounding this 
'structural bias' was the original Lottery Act's prevention of the Council's from 
soliciting bids (Taylor, 1997), hence, the Lottery Act 1998 modified aspects of the 
original legislation. Subsequently, the lottery has had a significant impact on Quangos 
such as Sport England, who, until most recently, administered and distributed lottery 
grants. Further, the focus of funding priorities changed under Labour. In 1998, the 
former DCMS Secretary of State, Chris Smith, wished to 'establish a completely 
different framework for Lottery funding' (Lottery Monitor, August, 1998: 8). This 
included shifting the focus of funding away from buildings and towards people and 
activities; a focus on 'sustainable development'; a greater emphasis on using Lottery 
monies for tackling economic and social deprivation. 
In 1999, the Sport England Lottery Fund Strategy was introduced. £2 billion is to be 
spent on sport up to 2009. Sport England (1999b) claim, 'This will help to create a 
nation of champions, give access and opportunities to all, and help address key social 
issues in urban and rural communities'. Investing in Our Sporting Future (Sport 
England, 1999b) aimed to divide the estimated £200m per annum into a Community 
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Projects Fund (for grass-roots sport and community development objectives, securing 
75% of the annual sum) and a World Class Fund (for elite sport objectives, claiming 
25%). Increasingly, however, non-sport lottery sources have become accessible to sports 
organisations, although funding is tied to conditions. For example, the introduction of 
the New Opportunities Fund (NOF), responsible for the new 'good cause' supporting 
health, education and the environment, has provided a further Lottery funding source for 
organisations linking sport with these areas. From 2001, the NOF (now known as the 
Big Lottery) received the disbanded Millennium Commission's share of Lottery 
funding, meaning the NOF board became responsible for distributing one-third of 
lottery funds. The balance of financial power therefore shifted from the original four 
Lottery boards, including 'sport' to the NOF board. Oakley and Green (2001) conclude 
that central government influence on the sport policy community has increased through 
the use of legislative and financial power, with the lottery a significant instrument of 
this power. 
However, despite the increasing reliance by sports bodies and local authorities on lottery 
funding, of note is that the ODPM provides more than the DCMS and all lottery funding 
to sport combined (Independent Sports Review Group, 2005: 71). Funding for sport is 
not ring-fenced given its non-statutory status which in part explains the lower spending 
per head on sport than in neighbouring Scotland, whose spend on sport per head is more 
than double than that of England, given its statutory status. The Lord Carter of Coles 
report (2005) also highlighted a steady reduction in funds to sport since the 1980s, with 
resources diverted to education and social services in particular. 
Conclusions to the chapter 
With increasing organisational and administrative complexity being one characteristic 
of the sport 'sector', arguably the policy area has also witnessed increasing demarcation, 
compartmentalisation and specialisation. (McDonald, 2000: 86). Concludes that 'it is 
hard to avoid the conclusion that elite sport development and achievement on the one 
hand and mass participation and club development on the other are deeply incompatible 
functions within [sport] .. policy'. The idea of a unified sport development continuum 
linking Sport for All with elite sport appears to have receded as distinct areas of policy 
have evolved. This in part highlights the deep seated divides that remain, most notably 
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between development of sport and development through sport objectives (Houlihan and 
White, 2002). Houlihan and White (2002: 220-1) identify four 'clusters of interests' or 
'potential advocacy coalitions' that have emerged around elite sport, school sport/young 
people, community sport/recreation, and performance sport. The authors argue that as 
resources become more constrained, the coalitions associated with elite sport and school 
sport will be 'better able to fulfil an effective defensive and advocacy function than 
those for performance and participation' (ibid: 221). 
Sport as a policy concern has gained in political salience although largely due to its 
potential to meet elite sport objectives and for social policy purposes, most notably of 
late in relation to health policy goals. In the last decade, a plethora of government 
documentation has been produced impacting on sport, including a series of policy 
statements, strategies, and guidance instruments. Attempts have been made to 
'modernise' both local government leisure/sport services and voluntary sector sport 
bodies, with central government devolving responsibilities and limited authority but 
retaining, and increasing, control of policy priorities. Although the influence over sport 
policy of central government has increased, Houlihan and White (2002: 230) note that 
'the growth in specialist expertise ... might offer some counter-balance to the increasing 
centralisation of policy influence'. These specialist bodies, such as the YST, SPRITO 
(now Skills Active), the UKSI and others, are needed by government for policy 
implementation in areas critical to government objectives. As Jackson and Nesti (2001b: 
152) observe, 'policy statements and strategies cannot effect a change without the 
concerted efforts of those closest to the point of delivery'. However, this influence is 
mediated by financial dependency on government. Moreover, as Houlihan and White 
(2002: 231) conclude, sport policy lacks the systemic embeddedness that exists in other 
policy areas such as education and health, where 'organisational and professional roots 
are multiple and go deep into the infrastructure of political parties, the government and 
the state'. In this context, elite sport policy priorities, assuming state support continues, 
may become institutionalised, which is arguably the key prerequisite for acquiring and 
sustaining influence, recognition, resources and autonomy. 
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Chapter 5: Sport Policy in Liverpool 
Introduction 
This chapter explores the relative influence of interests in Liverpool that underpin sport 
policy change. First, a brief account of the economic, political and demographic 
character of the city is provided in order to contextualise the study. Second, the current 
infrastructure for public sector sport is outlined, highlighting relative strengths and 
weaknesses that mediate policy processes. Third, the evolution of sport policy is traced 
from 1970 to date, with a particular focus on the changing role, remit, priorities and 
actions of the key policy actor, Liverpool City Council (LCC). Fourth, the current 
location and representation of sport within LCC is explored in order to highlight the 
relative influence of sport as a policy concern. Fifth, the funding context in which policy 
is made is evaluated as this is viewed as fundamental in understanding sport policy 
processes in Liverpool. Sixth, the relationships between Sport and Recreation Services 
and external bodies are evaluated at a local, county, regional and national level. Sport 
policymaking and change is therefore understood within a political, economic, socio-
cultural, historical and institutional context. Within this context, the strategies of sport 
policy actors are explored with a particular focus on the capacity of interests to steer 
policy, acquire recognition, resources, influence and autonomy, and further or resist 
policy change. 
The study draws on interviews with senior personnel within LCC and representatives 
from other organisations in the sport policy area, including national, regional, county 
and local representatives in the public and voluntary sectors. This method is 
complemented by a document analysis of LCC sport and recreation strategies; an 
analysis of minutes of meetings of the City Council, Executive Board and the Leisure 
and Culture Select (or Scrutiny) Committees, 1997 - 2006; and an analysis of minutes 
of meetings of the Liverpool Sports Forum (LSF) 2002-06, a public-voluntary body 
founded to represent sport interests city-wide. Further, observation was undertaken of 
the LSF and Select Committee meetings where sport policy was discussed. 
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Profile of Liverpool: economy, politics and demographics 
The city of Liverpool sits on the east bank of the river Mersey, spanning approximately 
11,000 hectares and being predominantly urban in character. Liverpool has a rich 
political and economic history; a once wealthy sea port that entered a period of post-war 
economic decline with the collapse of its shipping and manufacturing base leading to 
large scale unemployment in the 1980s (Parkinson, 1985, 1989, 1990) and subsequent 
attempts at regeneration through tourism, leisure and other service sector industries 
(Bianchini et aI, 1993; Couch, 2003; Couch and Dennemann, 2000; Jones and Wilks-
Heeg, 2004). Largely as a consequence of economic decline, the city has experienced 
extensive outward migration of the population, and currently has stabilised at 
approximately 440,000, which is half the size of that of the 1960s. Given its economic 
status, Liverpool qualifies for Objective 1 European funding that supports Strategic 
Investment Areas and Neighbourhood Partnerships in areas of 'significant deprivation', 
in which respect Liverpool ranks fifth out of 354 districts in the Department for 
Transport, Local government and the Regions (DTLR) deprivation index of 2001 (Audit 
Commission, 2002). In fact, across Merseyside, 97 wards are ranked in the 10% most 
deprived nationally, with 11 of the 20 most deprived wards in England. Many wards are 
classified by Sport England as Priority Areas Initiative (PA!) wards (MSP, 2003: 7). 
Further, given the area's significant social problems, the city has been targeted using a 
number of national funding streams and initiatives within the 'regeneration' remit such 
as a Health Action Zone (now disbanded); a Sport Action Zone, and others for 
education and employment. 
Liverpool City Council is a significant local employer, accounting for 12 percent of 
those employed in the city according to the Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 35, 
11 th January, 2006). The authority is perhaps best known for the period in the mid-1980s 
when the Militant wing of the local Labour Party controlled the council during the 
Thatcherite era of Conservative central government control (Crick, 1986; Lansley, Goss 
and Wolmar, 1989; Parkinson, 1985, 1989; Taafe and Mulhearn, 1988). With the 
demise of Militant and the local Labour Party in the following years came the rise of the 
Liberal Democrats who have controlled the council from 1998. Table 13 identifies the 
shift from a period of 'no overall control', 1973-82, to a period of Labour control 1983-
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91, before a further period of 'no overall control' 1992-95, a brief resurgence of Labour 
support 1996-97, in line with national trends, before almost a decade of Liberal 
Democrat control, 1998-date. However, Liverpool remains a Labour 'stronghold' III 
General Elections. Local control of Liverpool City Council (LCC) is viewed as 
important where sport policy has changed under differing local political regimes, in part 
relative to central government sport policy. 
Table 13: Local political control in Liverpool: 1973-2006 
1973: NOC 1975: NOC 1976: NOC 1978: NOC 
1979: NOC 1980: NOC 1982: NOC 1983: LAB (Militant) 
1984: LAB (Militant) 1986: LAB (Militant) 1987: LAB 1988: LAB 
1990: LAB 1991: LAB 1992: NOC 1994: NOC 
1995: NOC 1996: LAB 1998: LD 1999: LD 
2000: LD 2002: LD 2003: LD 2004: LD 
2006: LD 
NOC: No overall control 
LAB: Labour 
LD: Liberal Democrat 
Source: adapted/rom Liverpool Central Library documentatwn. 
Within LCC, Sport and Recreation Services emerged in the 1970s and incorporates 
sports development, facilities management and parks and playing fields management. 
Apart from LCC, a number of semi-autonomous government agencies and public-
private partnerships have an indirect impact on sport policy, including the Liverpool 
Partnership Group (LPG) and its sister organisation Liverpool First, which oversees the 
regeneration of the city, where sport is treated as a component of 'Culture' within the 
European Capital o/Culture framework (LCC, 2003b). 
An overview of the local infrastructure for sport 
Sport has a strong tradition in Liverpool and across Merseyside, an area with 1500 
sports clubs and approximately 80,000 participants in sport including coaches and 
administrators (MSP, 2003). Liverpool itself is perhaps most noted for the success of its 
two professional football teams with interviewee 34 (11 th January, 2006) 
acknowledging that there is a perception of Liverpool as being a 'football city' with 
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other sports not widely recognised. Nonetheless, the city is to a lesser extent noted for 
its sporting successes in athletics, boxing, gymnastics and swimming. Less positively, it 
is also a city associated with two football tragedies in the Heysel and Hillsborough 
Stadiums in the 1980s. 
Sport and Recreation Service policy priorities (LCC, 1984, 1997, 2003a) revolve 
around, first, six 'priority one' sports; namely, athletics, boxing, football, gymnastics, 
swimming and tennis, each sport having a dedicated sports development officer (SDO) 
and a dedicated facility; second, community sport related objectives; and third, 
'development through sport' objectives including health promotion in schools. In terms 
of public facilities, fifteen sport centres and swimming pools span the city, mainly built 
in the 1980s and directly managed by LCC. In terms of elite sport, Liverpool lacks a 
venue for major spectator events, hence the ongoing construction of the new Kings 
Dock Arena that will accommodate some indoor sports alongside other leisure and 
cultural events, in line with the trend of local authorities seeking events for city 
marketing purposes (Gratton and Henry (eds.), 2001). Elite sport and event organisation 
feature in the Year of Performance 2006; a themed year within the European Capital of 
Culture framework for the economic and social regeneration of the city (LCC, 2003b). 
Sport and Recreation Services has a relationship with school sport provision based 
around four specialist sport colleges (See Chapter 6); LCC also owns and manages a 
number of parks, playing fields and play areas (See Chapter 7); and LCC is involved in 
a number of initiatives that link sport to health (See Chapter 8) including Sportslinx 
within the overarching Active City strategy (LCC, 2005). LCC community sport 
provision includes working with a Sport Action Zone (SAZ) and co-managing the 
Merseyside Youth Games and Summer Splash programmes. LCC also works with a 
diverse voluntary sector for sport, most notably the National Governing Bodies (NGBs) 
for the six priority sports. 
In the voluntary sector, a strong local culture and tradition of grass-roots participation 
exists, most notably in football, boxing and athletics. For example, the sole English 
local authority Boxing Development Officer (interviewee 12, 22nd July, 2005) notes that 
since the 19705 Liverpool has been a 'hotbed' for boxing with approximately 60% of 
participation in boxing in the UK taking place in Liverpool. Moreover, Liverpool has 
the strongest coaching base in UK, established international links and a robust volunteer 
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base. The Football Development Officer (interviewee 16, 4th August, 2005) highlighted 
the local culture of participation in grass-roots football on which has been built an 
expanding disability and girls and women's football programme in addition to the sport 
thriving across schools, clubs and leagues. 
However, impacting on the status and survival of sports, more so than whether a sport is 
woven into the cultural and historical fabric of the city, is the extent to which a sport is 
embedded historically within LCC policy processes. For priority sports other than 
football, embeddedness within LCC structures and processes has been incremental, 
based around the priorities and preferences of the former Head of Sport and Recreation 
Services (interviewee 5, 18th February, 2005). Even sports with 'cultural embeddedness' 
in the city such as boxing have struggled to acquire recognition within LCC with 
interviewee 12 stating that 'it took twelve years to start to manipulate funding towards 
the sport' (interviewee 12, 22nd July, 2005). Nonetheless, once LCC has chosen to focus 
on a sport, it has been pro-active in its support, as with boxing, and for swimming, 
where LCC has developed relationships with the Amateur Swimming Association 
(ASA) and the United Kingdom Sports Institute network (UKSI), albeit primarily at the 
elite end of the continuum. As the Chair of the ASA regional board and City of 
Liverpool Swimming Club (interviewee 26, lih September, 2005) states, 'the council 
have been superb in support of swimming' adding that it is 'unheard of in the North of 
England to get local authority support of clubs and competitive swimming'. Elite 
gymnastics too was 'brought into' Liverpool by the former Head of Sport and 
Recreation Services and has subsequently become a component of the organisational 
and funding priorities of LCC, where the SDO for gymnastics (interviewee 20, 16th 
August, 2005) acknowledges that the LCC focus on elite gymnastics can only be 
sustained through financial subsidy from the budget for Sport and Recreation Services. 
Interviewees agree that LCC have driven sport policy and programmes and have sought 
to align non-LCC controlled activities such as those organised within schools or the 
voluntary sector to LCC priorities (as noted by Head Teacher and Vice President of the 
Liverpool and District Catholic Schools Association, interviewee 34, 11th January, 
2006). Interviewees identified LCC as taking a traditional local authority management 
approach to service provision cited as a 'caretaker role' with the policy priorities based 
on organising and delivering a calendar of largely elite sport events, where the 
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development of sport across organisations, sectors and levels of participation has been 
less of a focus. 
However, in recent years, a focus on partnership has begun to emerge, with the 
Secretary of the Liverpool Sports Forum (LSF) (interviewee 32, 1st December, 2005) 
observing that in respect of priority sports in the city the 'structures are now in place' 
for progression from school to elite level. For example, in boxing, as noted by 
interviewee 12, the organisation and administration had been fragmented until the last 
decade when the infrastructure has 'really starting to knit all together'. For football too, 
as interviewee 16 stated, prior to the mid-1990s, there was no effective working 
relationship between LCC and football bodies, namely the Schools FA and County FA. 
The partnership approach emerged, states interviewee 16 (4th August, 2005) only as the 
problems of sustaining autonomous programmes became apparent and personnel 
changed, leading to the centralisation of football organisations within one purpose-built 
facility in order to facilitate policy consensus and acquire 'critical mass'. For swimming 
too, the latest strategy (LCC, 2005) attempts to create a 'seamless progression' from 
foundation to elite levels and address fragmented delivery mechanisms that the 
Swimming Development Officer (interviewee 13, 2nd August, 2005) describes as 'a 
mishmash of things', with the competitive side well established but weaknesses in other 
areas including disability swimming where there has been 'a major lack of 
development' and the Learn to Swim programme described as 'a total mess'. Further, 
for swimming, interviewee 13 notes that there is no agreement over how the latest 
strategy will be funded given that Active Sports funding expires in September 2005, and 
in this respect 'discussions have come to a major halt'. Therefore, despite attempts at 
partnership both within and external to LCC, a number of tensions appear to exist. 
In contrast to the elite sport focus, where a degree of coordination and cooperation is 
evident, interviews with LCC officers highlighted how weaknesses in the infrastructure 
for grass-roots sport in schools and communities mediated policy implementation. 
Specific weaknesses related to an aging facility base, limited human and financial 
resources for development objectives, a weak volunteering and coaching base and a lack 
of cooperation and coordination across differing interests. Reflecting on his term as 
Head of Sport and Recreation Services (interviewee 5, 18th February, 2005) conceded 
that LCC 'did not provide a balance between community and performance sport' and 
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adds 'very little money went into community sport'. Arguably, for sports other than 
priority sports, LCC neglected to invest. For example, cricket and hockey were 
historically embedded in parts of Liverpool, but as these sports are not embedded within 
LCe core policy priorities, their demise in the 1980s and 1990s has arguably been 
accelerated by LCC, with the former Head of Sport and Recreation Services admitting 
that 'the local authority destroyed cricket in schools'. Both sports continue to survive, 
largely independent of LCC involvement, in specific areas of the city, and in specific 
schools in the case of cricket. In contrast, LCC support for grass-roots football 
continued despite the demise in participation of the adult and youth ll-a-side game over 
the last decade, via investment in the small-sided game and 5-a-side on artificial 
surfaces. 
In the last decade, a number of policy actors outside of LCC were established that have 
attempted to steer sport policy, whose priorities mirror central government priorities 
(DCMS, 2000, 2002) including the regional North West Sports Board (NWSB, 2004), 
regional North-West office of Sport England (SENW, 2004) and county-wide 
Merseyside Sports Partnership (MSP, 2003, 2006). Further, a number of public sector 
bodies representing the interests of health, education and urban regeneration have 
sought to work in partnership around the core goal of utilising sport as social policy. 
LCC's focus on elite sport and event organisation cannot therefore be viewed as the 
only agenda for sport in Liverpool, within what has become a complex policy area. 
The following section traces the evolution of sport policy from the inception of the LCC 
department responsible for sport in the early 1970s, through to April 2006. It is divided 
into time periods that reflect shifts in local policy priorities. 
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The evolution of Sport Policy in Liverpool 
This account is in part based on interviews with the former Head of Sport and 
Recreation Services from the early 1970s to 1998 (interviewee 5, 18th February, 2005), 
the current Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 35, 11th January, 2006) a former Head 
of Leisure Services (interviewee 39, 21st February, 2006), the Principal SDO 
(interviewee 7, 3,d March, 2005), Senior SDO (interviewee 37, 13th February, 2006), 
Facilities Management Officer (interviewee 9, 11th July, 2005), other senior personnel 
within LCC and non-LCC senior sport body personnel, coupled with an analysis of 
policy and strategy documentation and minutes of meetings, as identified. 
1971 to 1980 
In the late 1960s and early 19705, when 'sport and recreation' emerged as a policy 
concern in the city, and nationally, 'sport' was organised via three separate departments 
in Liverpool, namely Parks and Gardens, Baths and Laundries, and the Town Clerks 
Department who oversaw the Liverpool Show that included sporting events. It was in 
the internal reorganisation of LCC in 1971 that the Department of Recreation and Space 
(now known as Sport and Recreation Services) was formed and became the first 
department of its type in the UK, subsequently influencing the Bains Committee on 
Local Authority Management, whose report recommended that in the local government 
reorganisation of 1974, separate recreation departments should be established 'to 
provide a strong organisational and policy focus ' (cited in Houlihan and White, 2002: 
21). Interviewee 5 notes that there were minimal resources for sport-specific provision 
in the 1970s with the greater focus on historically embedded interests around municipal 
parks and swimming pool provision, and to date LCC retains a management remit for 
parks, swimming pools and a timetable of sporting events. However, no public sector 
sport or leisure centres existed at the time in Liverpool. 
In outlining the gradual emergence of sport as a policy concern in the 1970s, the former 
Head of Sport and Recreation Services highlighted the struggle for recognition and 
resources. Interviewee 5 notes that a series of reports were written to lobby for new 
indoor sports facilities in the city. However, LCC priorities for housing development in 
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the Everton area at the time constrained implementation, and frequent changes in local 
political control of LCC further impeded plans. It was not until 1976 that the Liberal 
leader of the Council (under no overall control: NOC) at the time agreed to allocate 
monies towards establishing three dry sport centres, that were 'little more than games 
halls in practice', but again, with a change in local political control to a Labour 
leadership (again under NOC) late in 1976, plans were scaled down and the monies 
were directed into two new sport centres at Everton and Picton, both 'Labour areas' of 
the city, that subsequently opened in 1979. With the Liberal Democrats (formerly 
Liberal) gaining local political control in 1979 (under NOC), plans were supported to 
extend sport centre provision with new centres planned for Garston, Speke and Walton. 
However, these plans were again put on hold, given competing spending priorities, until 
a favourable political climate for sport re-emerged in the 1980s, when this period of 
NOCended. 
Apart from capital projects, the policy priorities that continue today, based around elite 
sport and linked to the existing organisation of sporting events to promote the city, 
emerged in the mid-1970s. For example, in 1976, the first sport-specific Sports 
Development Officer (SDO) in the UK was created by LCC, in swimming, following 
the Canadian model of sports development. This emphasis on performance and 
competition in six sports grew out of the priorities and personal interests of its former 
Head of Sport and Recreation Services, who chose in part to build on existing strengths 
in the city, where a grass-roots infrastructure existed to support the development of 
sport, but also to develop other sports that would 'put sport on the map' and win favour 
with politicians rather than pursue generic sports development. A current senior officer 
(interviewee 7, 3rd March, 2005) accepts that the performance-related success of these 
six sports has facilitated leverage politically and access to funding. 
1981 to 1989 
The 1980s can be characterised both as a period of facility expansion and as a period in 
which elite sport priorities became embedded as the dominant policy concern of LCC. 
This is despite two major events in the city in the 1980s that invigorated a focus on sport 
as social policy and in areas of socio-economic deprivation, and the rise of the Militant 
wing of the Labour Party that controlled LCC between 1983 and 1987. 
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The 1981 Toxteth riots can be described as the 'watershed event' (Chalip, 1995) for 
sport in the city, as it acted as a catalyst for sports development and the sought after 
facility expansion. It was former Conservative MP, Michael Heseltine, who was 
charged with establishing the Merseyside Development Corporation (MDC) that 
recommended the construction of Toxteth Sports Centre, opened in 1983. Further, the 
MDC's flagship project, the 1982 International Garden Festival, contained plans to use 
the main building as a sports arena, post the event. However, its development was 
stopped by Militant, on taking control of LCC in 1983. The riots also acted as a catalyst 
for the founding of the Unemployed Football Leagues, managed at the time as a 
separate section of LCC Sport and Recreation Services by an existing senior sports 
development officer (interviewee 37, 13lh February, 2006). 
With the rise of Militant, the period 1983-87 saw comprehensive leisure and sport 
facility development for 'Labour areas' of the city, with the building of four new sport 
centres in Croxteth, Garston, Speke and Walton, three of which were already at an early 
stage of development under the prior administration. According to the former Head of 
the Merseyside Sport Partnership (MSP) (interviewee 11, 21 sI July, 2005) it was the 
former Head of Sport and Recreation Services who negotiated the building of these 
indoor facilities, in a policy climate that favoured investment. In fact, the first LCC 
strategy for sport was published in this period (LCC, 1984) that highlighted capital 
projects. However, by contrast, pitch sports organised through the voluntary sector and 
schools were not actively supported given the sale of playing fields in this period to 
raise capital for other Militant priorities (see Chapter 7). The demise of Militant in 1987 
did not constrain the momentum towards facility expansion across the city, with two 
more leisure centres built in the late 1980s, followed in the early 1990s by an athletics 
and tennis centre at Wavertree and a Soccer Centre at Walton. In sum, the 1980s is 
described by the current senior facilities management officer (interviewee 9, 11 Ih July, 
2005) as 'a productive era for facility provision'. 
According to a senior development officer for sport (interviewee 7), sports development 
emerged from facility development in the 1980s following the Toxteth riots. However, 
its focus was neither generic nor community based. In fact, by the mid-late 1980s, sport-
specific SDOs were in place for Athletics, Boxing, Football, Gymnastics, Swimming 
and Tennis, each having a dedicated facility for developing performance-related sport 
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(LCC, 1997). For example, the former Head of Sport and Recreation was pro-active in 
'buying in' the Great Britain gymnastics squad who would represent Liverpool, which 
led to the city becoming a 'centre of excellence' in this sport, supported by the 
construction of a Gymnastics centre at Park Road Leisure Centre in 1983. The 
subsequent success of specific sports has been used to lever support within LCC for the 
continued focus on elite sport, as noted in the Liverpool Sports Forum (LSF) minutes 
(LSF, 19th November, 2002) where the utility of hosting high profile award ceremonies 
in the city is noted. It is claimed that sporting success sends 'a tangible message to 
senior officers and politicians of the value of investing in sport and sports development 
in Liverpool'. The six sports remain the priority sports today, with the SDOs, in post 
from the 1980s until recently, providing a continuity and stability of policy focus. 
Apart from the tensions between community and performance sport policy priorities, a 
further tension emerged in the late 1980s with the introduction by central government of 
Compulsory Competitive Tendering (CCT), with interviewee 7 noting the negative 
impact of CCT on meeting the goals of sports development and facility management 
simultaneously. Further, interviewee 5 notes that relationships with the education sector 
were 'broken', where previously schools used the dry sport centres at no cost, under 
CCT full cost subsidy could no longer be provided (see Henry, 1993: 97-102 for an 
analysis of CCT in leisure services). However, LCC did continue to subsidise school 
sport to an extent, as Head Teacher, interviewee 34 observes, stating that although CCT 
was 'a disaster for school sport' nationally, in Liverpool, Leisure Services continued to 
subsidise school sport despite CCT, resisting central government policy. 
1990-2002 
The 1990s and early 2000s can be characterised as a period where the focus on 
community facilities began to decline parallel to an emerging growth in private sector 
leisure and sports facilities in Liverpool. A senior leisure facilities officer noted that by 
the mid-1990s, aging facilities have been closed or refurbished as maintenance costs 
increased adding that in areas of high socio-economic deprivation, few facilities have 
performed well; stating, 'there is nothing I can do to make Toxteth (sports centre) 
popular'. In fact, interviewee 9 states that two-thirds of the visits per annum to these 
facilities are at only four of these fifteen centres. Further, all indoor leisure facilities 
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were and are still managed 'in house' by a Direct Service Organisation (DSO) including 
specialist centres for athletics, football, gymnastics and tennis. This places significant 
funding pressure on Leisure Services (see Funding section). 
A former Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 39) notes that given budgetary 
pressures and falling usage of facilities, local authorities at the time took increasing 
account of declining participation in the traditional sports and increasing participation in 
fitness and health related exercise; the growth in private sector gym memberships; and a 
growth in casual and individualised forms of participation, in leisure services planning. 
LCC have responded to trends by converting areas of many of the city's dry indoor 
sport facilities to health and fitness areas, known as Lifestyles gyms. Those with sport-
specific interests within the Liverpool Sports Forum (LSF), a cross-sector body 
lobbying for sport, expressed concerns over this shift in policy, noting 'an over 
concentration on providing health suites in sports centres and little attention to sport 
itself ... why compete with the private sector when health is well provided for?' (LSF, 
24th September, 2002). Moreover, one LSF member 'felt that the proposals were the 
most damaging proposals of their kind ever made. The effect was extremely wide-
ranging, had implications for local communities and should be opposed in every way 
and everyone should make their objections known' (ibid). Nonetheless, at least in 
financial terms, the Lifestyle gyms have been a success being only one of two service 
areas that generates a profit for LCC Leisure Services (the other being Astroturf usage 
for football) as confirmed by interviewee 19 (lih August, 2005). 
In terms of organisation, the key event in 1990 was the establishment of the Sport and 
Recreation Services department following a local government re-organisation with the 
administrative arrangements previously based on the separate sections of Sports 
Development, Leisure (Facility) Management (itself divided into Indoor and Outdoor 
Recreation) and Parks. As a senior officer (interviewee 7) observed, strategic planning 
proved difficult where 'Sport' was organised into three sections. A further re-structuring 
of Sport and Recreation in 2003 followed a Best Value review (Audit Commission, 
2002), with a single-entity 'Sport and Recreation' service created that 'offered the 
capacity to find a consensus on strategic direction and facilitate economies of scale' 
(interviewee 7) and 'allow for greater flexibility in responding to a rapidly changing 
local, regional and national picture' (LCC, 2003a). The Best Value review (cited in LSF 
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minutes, 12th June, 2002) had been critical of many aspects of the service, notably 
finding that the Heads of Sport and Recreation, and Leisure Management, were 
responsible to two different executive directors making coordination difficult and 
policies divisive. Further, the review found that there was a lack of 'joined-up thinking' 
between national and local level and no local strategic overview; and 'a lack of 
investment in capital terms in the older buildings and even the more recently built 
buildings'. Interviewee 9 notes that the audit criticised the facility management 
component of Sport and Recreation services for operating in isolation and believes sport 
services is not fully integrated three years later with the 'restructuring' favouring some 
elements of sport services and marginalising others, claiming that the 'marginalisation' 
of facility management may be the precursor to the replacement of DSO with private 
sector management of public facilities which is under discussion at the time of writing 
(early 2006). The Audit Commission (2002) concluded that the service had poor 
prospects for improvement. 
An advisory member to the Leisure and Culture Select Committee (interviewee 21, 24th 
August, 2005) stated that Best Value had 'an impact at the time ... (and) will have some 
residual effect', but recommendations 'quickly disappear from view ... once the audit 
has passed' and by implication, have a limited impact on working practices and 
departmental priorities, where a weak sense of ownership of the recommended changes 
appears to exist. Interviewee 9 further states that Best Value was 'not held in high 
regard' and 'has had little impact in practice'. Nonetheless, there is general agreement 
that Best Value is more advantageous to sport services than CCT, with interviewee (add 
ref: CS) for example, stating that Best Value 'changed our relationship with the DSO 
side ... [with] less formal relationships [existing] now', unlike CCT that placed an over-
emphasis on costs. In fact, interviewee 16 (4th August, 2005) noted that in the period 
1990-94, the focus within Leisure Services 'used to be a money objective', adding that 
'it was organised chaos'. 
Perhaps the key event in the late 1990s that has subsequently impacted on sport policy 
was the resignation of the former Head of the service at a time when the new Labour 
government sought to extend greater control over local government through a 
'modernisation' programme and 'modernise' the governance of sport across the public 
and voluntary sectors (See Chapter 4). The significant influence of the former service 
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Head was noted by all interviewees, as it was his priorities, largely based around 
performance sport, in gymnastics and swimming in particular that became key sport-
specific priorities of the department. Importantly, interviewee 21 noted that the former 
Head 'was working in a time of greater flexibility' than today, where the incumbent 
Head of department works within a framework based on central government priorities. 
A former SDO (interviewee 6, 2nd March, 2005) is in agreement, observing, 'the culture 
of LCC has changed ... it is less favourable to innovation' and has been replaced with an 
'auditing culture'. 
2003-2006 
The key event in Liverpool that is beginning to have an impact on sport interests was 
the announcement in 2003 that Liverpool was acquiring the status of European Capital 
of Culture 2008, as part of the wider economic regeneration of the city. In this context, 
Sport and Recreation Services has sought to highlight its focus on elite sport and high-
profile event organisation, particularly within the 2006 Year of Performance. Within 
this framework, Sport and Recreation Services sought to secure projects that had stalled, 
for example the 50 meter swimming pool and secure sport's place in the planned multi-
events arena planned for Kings Dock. Arguably, elite sport priorities have received a 
boost through sport's inclusion within Capital of Culture. Up until this event, it was 
accepted that Liverpool lacked venues suitable for national events compromising elite 
sport objectives (e.g. LSF minutes, 19th November, 2002). 
In terms of governance, interviewee 24 (9th September), the executive member for 
leisure and culture (and Council Leader from November, 2004) expressed concerns over 
the extent of central government control of local sport priorities, and with particular 
reference to the new Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) framework that is 
replacing Best Value, and stated that Lee 'don't want to see central government setting 
targets ... (there is) not enough input by local government'. ePA is intended to link 
resource allocation to performance in Leisure (within a 'Culture block') with 
performance indicators 'coming on stream' in Liverpool in 2006. A former Head of 
Leisure Services (interviewee 39) stated that pre-1997, 'we took the wider benefits (of 
sport) for granted ... now we have to justify actions and clearly identify the benefits', but 
admitted 'sport has pushed for it', although interviewee 3 (14th December, 2004), a 
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senior leisure policy officer within LCC, notes that advocacy was 'a defence 
mechanism' given the non-statutory status of sport within local government. Former 
employee, interviewee 6, concluded that a lack of leadership within Leisure Services 
exists, coupled with laissez-faire management and weak strategic planning, but a high 
standard of delivery nonetheless, added that Leisure Services have a 'management 
mindset ... they are not visionaries'. Interviewee 6 observed that the fundamental 
problem lies, however, in the fact that 'LCC is resources-driven, not ideas-driven' and 
concludes that senior sport personnel are 'good for ideas, but have little influence' 
within LCe. 
A further significant development in recent years has been the emergence in Liverpool 
of the 'development through sport' agenda, where sport is treated as an aspect of social 
policy, which has been boosted by the current focus on regeneration in the city. This 
agenda can be traced back to the early 1990s where discussions took place between 
LCC and the former Merseyside Sports Association. Arguably an embedded policy 
focus on performance sport and elite sports events within LCC resulted in the 
'development through sport' lobby gaining little influence at the time, most notably 
highlighted in the collapse of the Active Sports programme. This alternative view of the 
value of sport subsequently gained ground in some schools (see Chapter 6) and other 
areas where central government objectives have an impact such as the Sport Action 
Zone in Liverpool. Critically, however, it is within local authorities themselves that the 
'regeneration agenda' has recently gained a foothold, with a former Head of Leisure 
Services (interviewee 39) observing that in recent years, 'Sport (is) seen as a sub-set of 
regeneration', with sport intended to 'cut-through agendas' but questions are 
outstanding as regards the 'diminished status' of sport-specific interests. Nonetheless, 
within LCC, elite sport is protected as a specific policy concern. In fact, Liverpool can 
be considered one of only a few local authorities where sport-specific objectives are 
embedded, particularly at the elite end of the continuum. Head of Leisure Services for 
LCC (interviewee 35) admitted that the current central government priorities of 
education, health and crime have 'put pressure on the traditional focus' of Lec Leisure 
Services, but adds that the elite sport events focus remains 'a jealously protected 
programme'. Thus, although Leisure Services actively pursue a relationship with the 
'regeneration sector', the funding acquired is, to an extent and where possible, steered 
towards sport-specific priorities. 
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However, the emphasis on elite sport events to place the city and its Council 'on the 
map' has not only marginalized grass-roots sport but also a number of sports whose 
presence in the city has in some cases all but disappeared. Community sport is not 
neglected stated a senior SDO (interviewee 37) citing an ongoing process of facility 
upgrades, but admitting a lesser focus on community sports development. Further, 
interviewee 21 (24th August, 2005), an advisor to the LCC select committee overseeing 
sport policy, notes that the 'only way you can get anywhere is by running performance 
events at the top' and 'decisions (are) being reached for commercial reasons', adding 
that 'fun events (are) giving way to elite events' (LSF, 12th June 2005). According to the 
manager of the Sport Action Zone (interviewee 4, 20th December, 2004), LCC not only 
emphasise performance, but resist national (social) policy priorities, adding that 'LCC 
policy has not been balanced'. Arguably, although a Community Sports section is 
established within Sport and Recreation Services, it is a role without influence on 
departmental priorities, where, for example, a community SDO notes how the work of 
the section was bypassed without consultation in respect of the Splash programme, 
where the allocation of monies was outside of the control of the section. With Splash in 
place, LCC saw an opportunity to reduce its own financial contribution to community 
sport, indicating a hierarchy of priorities within Sport and Recreation Services, with 
community sport being the poor relation. Moreover, the community sport section of 
sport/recreation services has been reduced in size over time, in terms of human and 
financial resources, having its 'heyday' in the 1970s observed interviewee 37. 
Moreover, policy to increase participation in organised sport has been limited with a 
senior policy officer (interviewee 3) noting that a 'cultural shift' in society is needed to 
increase participation rates, as increasing demand overall is 'like trying to change the 
weather' and sports development 'really only has an impact at the margins', in terms of 
the quality of participation and improving retention rates. By contrast, interviewee 3 
states that the establishment of Lifestyle Gyms across the city, 'at expense of traditional 
sports', has produced a 6% increase in participation in the period 2000-04, concluding, 
'I cannot see major shifts in [participation rates for] organised sports'. In line with 
Game Plan (DCMS, 2002), participation is targeted to increase from 32% to 70% in 
'moderate physical activity' including sport, by 2020, and although this target has been 
revised to 50% in the North-West by Sport England (SENW, 2004), the priorities for 
sport in Liverpool may need to change if this aspiration is to be realised. 
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A further significant event that may impact on sport policy is the appointment of the 
former executive member for the leisure and culture portfolio (inclusive of sport) as 
Council Leader in November 2005 (interviewee 24, 9th September, 2005). Interviewee 
34 (11 th January, 2006) observed that the Council Leader 'is a big supporter of school 
sport' and others noted his concerns related to 'sport for all'. In fact, whilst acting as 
Executive member for sport interests, the elite focus of each of the SOOs has been 
challenged, and personnel changes have been made in athletics and tennis where an elite 
focus existed, with interviewee 24 wanting to see greater emphasis placed on 
participation for all. With the resignation of the athletics SOO, a post was created to 
develop running groups in areas of low participation. In sum, from 2004, a re-
emergence of community sport priorities has slowly taken place. Nonetheless, the 
engagement with community sport objectives and 'development through sport' policy 
goals are not currently embedded within the organisational culture or structure of the 
service. To what extent the Council Leader can re-shape sport policy remains to be seen. 
Apart from the influence of individuals within LCC, it is the organisational and funding 
arrangements that arguably are beginning to shape policy priorities within a framework 
for sport governance emerging from central government priorities and delivered through 
agencies such as the North West Sports Board, Sport England North West, Merseyside 
Sport Partnership and in April 2006, the new Sport and Physical Activity Alliances. 
Interviewee 35 states that the 'core of the group has been established' and will 'grow 
and evolve out of the Specialist Sport Colleges' (See Chapter 6 for an analysis of school 
sport in the city). Further, interviewee 39 notes that since the review of Sport England in 
2004, a shift has taken place from capital to revenue based priorities, with a greater role 
for community sports development and club development and less of a focus on capital 
projects and facilities. This re-orientation of policy priorities includes an emphasis on 
local authorities delivering goals outside of elite sport. 
The role, remit, autonomy and policy priorities of LCC sport services have therefore 
been under increasing pressure from central government in recent years. The outcomes 
of which are, first, Sport and Recreation Services has shifted its focus and role from one 
of direct service delivery to a combination of delivery and facilitating through 
partnerships and, given the increasing costs of OSO, may eventually become a 
facilitator, although as interviewee 39 observes, 'The commissioning and partnership 
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model cannot guarantee increasing participation', and therefore argues that local 
authorities will need to retain a provider role, if only to protect a 'sport for all' rationale. 
Former School Head at one of the specialist sport colleges (interviewee 33, 6th January, 
2006) notes the changing nature of local authority management where 'modernisation' 
is in effect a search for a context in which central government strategic decisions can be 
realised rather than being endlessly thwarted by local competing interests. 
Arguably, Sport and Recreation Services has been successful in defending its core 
policy priorities and ensuring the survival of the service. A senior SDO (interviewee 37) 
states that councillors have provided 'strong support for sports development over the 
years'. The core components of the Sport and Recreation Services' strategy appear to 
be, first, actively funding, organising and promoting a calendar of events that keep the 
service highlighted within LCC and external to it, as part of a wider strategy to promote 
the city and its local authority. Second, highlighting the success of elite athletes in order 
to claim de facto success for the service and legitimise and retain policy priorities and 
justify facility expansion. For example, the relative success of elite Liverpool-based 
athletes at the Melbourne Commonwealth Games, 2006 was referred to in the Leisure 
and Tourism Select Committee meeting of 27th March, 2006 (LCC, 2006b), prior to a 
debate about whether to proceed with the planned 50 metre Swimming Pool. Third, the 
focus on competition with Manchester and other cities for hosting major sports events 
gains support from councillors, senior officers, the select committee and the local 
media. Fourth, acquiring external funding that can be skewed towards core priorities 
without compromising service autonomy. This strategy may not be sustainable, 
however, given both internal and external pressures. 
In sum, in tracing the evolution of sport policy within LCC, the key themes to emerge 
relate to the changing role and remit of Sport and Recreation Services, largely as a result 
of central government pressure; tensions between competing priorities within both LCC 
and Leisure Services itself, and between LCC and external bodies; notwithstanding the 
influence of key individuals such as the former Head of Sport and Recreation Services 
(interviewee 5). Interviewee 11 (21 SI July, 2005) notes that interviewee 5 was a 
'benevolent dictator' when Head of SportlRecreation Services although he did have a 
'strong team around him'. Examples of his brokering included encouraging the Militant 
wing of the Labour Party (who had control of LCC in the mid-1980s) to build proposed 
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community sport centres and protecting parks from closure; proposing and setting the 
parameters for the Sport Action Zone; proposing and helping to establish the Liverpool 
Sports Forum; having input into the Capital of Culture framework; and founding a bid 
for the National Academy for Sport albeit that the bid was unlikely to succeed, to gain 
leverage nationally, amongst other examples. Interviewee 5 is unanimously viewed as a 
'massive loss' by many interviewees since his retirement, although not all agreed with 
his service priorities. 
A more detailed analysis of specific dimensions of this historical narrative follows. The 
dimensions explored include, first, the location and representation of sport within LCC, 
with a focus on the role and remit of sport within the European Capital of Culture 
framework, and departmental relations with a focus on the unpublished Sport and 
Recreation Strategy (LCC, 2003a); second, funding issues, with a focus on the debate 
surrounding the construction of the 50 metre swimming pool; and third, relationships 
between LCC and other key actors with a stake in sport policy. Table 14 provides a 
summary of the significant sport policy outcomes over the last thirty-five years. 
Table 14: Overview and commentary of significant policy outcomes in Liverpool: 
1971-2006 
Year Policy or focusing event Commentary 
1971 Creation of Recreation and Space First UK department in local government to focus on 
Department sport and recreation 
19705 Facility expansion from the mid-1970s in Establishment of the Sports Council: first priority to 
1981-85 
1983-87 
Mid-1980s 
Liverpool, but city in economic decline expand facilities and related to this, widening 
participation 
Urban unrest including the Toxteth Riots of First SASH centre built. Unemployed men's football 
1981 leagues established. The introduction of Sports 
Development Officers (sport-specific) 
Rise and fall of Militant control of Lee. Significant expansion of facilities in areas of socio· 
First strategy for sport (1984) economic deprivation 
Re-organisation of secondary education Impact on some school sports such as swimming -
loss of pools 
Early 1990s Introduction of CCT - introduction of the Leisure Services remain as DSOs, but LCC -
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Private Sector into local authority service secondary schools relationship affected 
provision 
Early 1990s 
1994/95 
1995 
1995 
1996 
1997 
Late-1990s 
The emergence of the County Sport Clash of MSP and LCC policy goals, most notably 
Partnerships including the Merseyside Sport with Active Sports 
Partnership, funded by the Sports Council 
Introduction of the National Lottery - with Significant impact on sport in Liverpool 1995-date. 
sport a 'good cause' Lee funding control over sport diminished 
Policy statement Sport: Raising the Game - Withdrawal from local government focus on mass 
first statement since 1975 participation - Lee not focusing on participation 
Re-organisation of Lee Committee Little impact on the influence of sport interests 
structure: creation of Leisure and Culture although the political salience of sport is raised in line 
Committee and Scrutiny Committee (Sport with central government priorities 
and Recreation Panel) 
Atlanta Olympic Games: poor performances 
by British athletes 
On the Right Track (1997) - first Sport and 
Liverpool athletes the only success stories: reinforces 
focus on elite sport 
Response to A Sporting Future for All. 
Recreation Strategy published by LCC Establishment of the Liverpool Sports Forum to 
since 1984. Resignation of the long-serving reduce LCe-voluntary sector tensions 
Head of sport/recreation. Change in local 
political control. 
Growing concerns around health - a role for Sportslinx established 
sport identified 
Late 1990s Modernisation of local government - Local government again given the role of widening 
to date 
1999 
2001 
2002-date 
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introduction of Best Value. A Sporting participation - limited impact on sport/recreation 
Future for All- social inclusion focus; priorities within LCC 
Growing focus on regeneration through SAZ in South Liverpool established - 100% lottery 
sport objectives - PAT Report into sport and funded - targets 50,000 people 
social exclusion. 
New 50M swimming pool agreed - but Delayed - completion in 2007 
changing Sport England focus to revenue 
based projects in 2004 
Game Plan (DCMS): Focus on increasing Sport/recreation services ill-equipped to meet these 
participation and national sporting success. policy priorities. 2003-08 sport strategy delayed. Poor 
Local authorities' core remit is to utilise performance identified by the Audit Commission 
sport to tackle social exclusion, promote 
health, further lifelong learning, reduce 
crime, and economic regeneration 
2004 
2004-date 
2005106 
Liverpool awarded title of European Capital A themed year (2006) for sport, later downgraded to 
of Culture 2008 Year of Performance 
Sport England NW plan for sport; creation Reduced role for Lee sport/recreation in the 
of the NW Sports Board; review of county/region. Strategic aims linked to region, not the 
Merseyside Sports Partnership - NWSB and city 
MSB to receive devolved powers, Sport 
England to lead strategically in line with 
DCMS priorities 
Further budgetary cuts for Sport and Greater central government control of policy 
Recreation Services. Rising costs of DSO priorities linked to conditional funding arrangements 
(facilities) 
The representation of sport within Liverpool city council 
The location and representation of sport within the organisational structures and policy 
processes of LCC is arguably a key factor shaping the influence of sports interests, 
Currently, Sport and Recreation Services is one component of the Education, Libraries 
and Leisure Services Department (within the cross-departmental Children's Services 
portfolio from 2005). This location is not viewed as favourable to sport by the LSF 
membership where the LSF minutes (l2'h June, 2005) state that 'The association of the 
sport and recreational service with Education is not thought to be of any advantage 
placing the sports service as the poor relation'. Interviewee 9 adds that there exists a 
much greater focus on education within the department than sport. 
In terms of LCC governance, where the structures mirror the cabinet model of central 
government, Leisure, Sport and Culture is one portfolio, supported by a Culture and 
Tourism select (or scrutiny) committee. The Sport and Recreation Panel is a sub-group 
of the select committee, although its status is not permanent (see figure 6). 
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Figure 6: The cabinet model of local government within Liverpool City Council 
COUNCIL 
EXECUTIVE BOARD 
Children's Commun Customer Neighbour- Housing Leisure, Green Regenerat- Resour-
Services -ity and hood and Social Sport Issues ion ces 
Safety Corporate Management Care and 
Services Culture 
SELECT COMMITTEES 
Children's Customer Housing and Social Care Culture Regeneration Resources Overview and 
Services and Community and Health and and the Scrutiny 
Corporate Safety Tourism Environment 
Services 
It is at the Council meetings (of all 90 members) that budget and policy framework 
decisions are made, e.g. for capital projects, such as the construction of a new 50 metre 
swimming pool in the city, whereas Executive Board has 'delegated powers' over 
decisions affecting revenue projects for sport. On the Executive Board, sport is 
represented by interviewee 24 (9th September, 2005), a fire services officer, alongside 
senior officers such as the Head of Education (now Children's Services), the Chief 
Executive (officer) and Council Leader (elected member). Within the Culture and 
Tourism Select Committee, The Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 35) represents 
sports interests alongside councillors (or members). As of November 2005, interviewee 
24 became Council Leader, but currently retains his Executive Board responsibilities 
inclusive of sport policy. Interviewee 21 (24th August, 2005), an Athletics Union 
administrator at Liverpool University, represents sport as an advisory member on the 
Sport and Recreation Panel and also sits on the Executive Committee of the Liverpool 
Sports Forum; a body that represents both LCC and non-LCC organisations with a remit 
for sport. 
Interviewee 4 (20th December, 2004) notes that personnel representing sports interests 
are 'enthusiastic amateurs', often from a voluntary sector background, who tend in 
practice to follow the lead of council officers, lacking the confidence and experience 
needed to challenge existing policy priorities. By contrast, interviewee 4 observed that 
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Executive Board members, outside of sport, have strong professional backgrounds in 
specific disciplines, and work to influence elected members, who in turn tend to be 
senior personnel within a policy sector. Education, for example is directed by elected 
members with a strong professional background. In respect of sport, interviewee 4 adds 
that officers have 'too much power', with interviewee 9 confirming that LCC is 'the 
only local authority in the country where officers tell members what to do'. Interviewee 
38, a PDM, noted that 'Councillors are fed inaccurate information ... (they) don't have 
the complete picture'. Interviewee 4 (the SAZ manager) concluded that councillors 
'tend to be a benign influence on sport policy ... but only a minority are pro-active'. 
Interviewee 34 adds that 'Politicians have understood that sport is important .. .its part of 
their personal histories and part of the fabric of the city', adding that all political parties 
have 'always been supportive of school sport ... understanding the value of it', although 
there is disagreement amongst interviewees as to how political parties translate that 
belief into resource allocation. The relationship between officers and members is 
therefore an important consideration in understanding the influence of sport in the city 
and although interviewee 4 highlighted the fact that the policy process is susceptible to 
change with staff turnover, and this provides 'checks and balances', it is argued in this 
study that core interests are embedded, in part due to the long-serving officers where 
members with a responsibility for sport have changed over time. On the other hand, 
officer-influenced planning for sport can be resisted where local political influence may 
be compromised, with interviewee 9 observing that councillors are 'not good at 
unpopular decisions' with the public and are prone to influence by pressure groups, in 
for example keeping open facilities that are little used and are in poor condition. 
As interviewee 24 observes, within LCC, 'sport is seen as a drain on resources' .. .in part 
as 'subsidy is a lot higher than other services' (see funding section to follow) and 
therefore the strategy of Sport and Recreation Services is one of actively seeking 
member support for sport whilst retaining control over decisions. For example, the Head 
of Leisure Services (interviewee 35) accepts that the select committee is directed by 
officers, where information is not always provided to the committee, such as some 
financial data and detail that might lead to debate and possible opposition to policy. 
Moreover, interviewee 35 doubts the relevance of the committee where 'events tend to 
overtake select committees'. Interviewee 9 observes that the select committee 'has 
never operated as a scrutiny committee' as the Liberal Democrat Chair 'sides with 
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Executive Board' on key decisions, leaving no clear blue water between Executive 
Board and its scrutinisers, indicating a role for party politics in understanding policy 
change locally, where the Liberal Democrats have dominated LCC for the last decade 
and whose interests are therefore embedded in policy processes. It can also be noted that 
councillors are regularly invited to high profile sports events that again may enhance 
support for policy priorities. 
Interviewee 7 (3rd March, 2005), principal sports development officer within LCC, 
concludes that 'strategically sport needs the right people in the right locations', arguing 
that the restructuring in 2003 into the 'cabinet model' has favoured sport interests within 
LCC, raising its profile politically in line with central government priorities. Despite 
this structural change, however, the location and representation of sport within these 
structures and processes remains relatively weak and this is compounded by the fact that 
many key decisions impacting on sport are made outside of the Council structure and 
process, with for example, the Liverpool Planning Group (LPG) being in control of city-
wide policy and strategy, where sport is only one component of a larger 'Culture' group, 
and had no specific representation until the recent election of the Council Leader with 
sport policy concerns. Interviewee 4 observes that 'Sport is not pulling its weight at 
LPG level', adding that LPG is responsible for NRF and Objective 1 funding for city 
regeneration and 'sets the tone' and policy direction, adding that 'Sport in Liverpool 
(has) not properJ y proven itself.. . (or demonstrated) its significance to all LPG 
concerns', cited as employment, health, and crime. Interviewee 9 too, concludes that 
'Sport' has a 'small voice' and it is 'Executive Board priorities that count', adding that 
the (former) Chief Executive of LCC 'doesn't place a high value on what we do' and 
'wants things to put Liverpool on the map', e.g. large-scale (sports) events, but places 
little emphasis on community sport. Interviewee 32 (1 SI December, 2005) agrees that the 
'powers that be in Liverpool aren't sports-minded people ... (the) political will hasn't 
been there'. The current Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 35) notes that the former 
Council Leader and Chief Executive's sympathies towards sport are important in 
prioritizing the service, adding that Manchester council leaders 'got behind the 
Commonwealth Games', unlike in Liverpool, where interviewee 35 admits that 'We 
have struggled with LPG' . 
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Interviewees observed that the executive member overseeing sport (interviewee 24) has 
had considerable influence over decisions directly affecting sport services but little 
influence outside of sport. For example, interviewee 24 moved the current Head of 
Leisure Services from Sport and Recreation Services to give greater priority to sport 
within Leisure Services, and 'pushed for the (newly appointed) sport post on the Culture 
Company' but the new appointed Council Leader accepts the 'difficult process of 
gaining support' within LCC for a sport representative within the Culture Company 
(interview 24, 9th September, 2005). This issue is explored in more detail through an 
analysis of sport's role, remit and influence in the Capital of Culture framework, as 
follows. 
The location of sport in the European Capital of Culture framework 
In 2003, Liverpool won the title of European Capital of Culture 2008 within which is 
the Year of Perfonnance in 2006 (inclusive of sports events). Despite featuring heavily 
in the bid documentation (LCC, 2003b) the former Head of Sport and Recreation 
Services states that 'sport has not been given its full regard in Capital of Culture ... 
(there is) not a balance (between sport and the arts) and sport has been let down' 
(interviewee 5, Isth February, 2005). The current Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 
35) noted that sports tourism (football clubs mainly) 'brings in more than the arts', but 
as the Sport and Recreation Services policy officer (interviewee 3) notes, 'We didn't get 
full credit for contributing to Capital of Culture ... we felt used a bit'. In fact, in 2004, 
the plans for a Year of Sport were replaced with a Year of Performance that included 
arts and business events alongside a downgraded calendar of sport events. Interviewee 
24 refers to there being funding in place underpinning the 2006 themed year via the 
Capital of Culture grant structure meaning recent budget cuts within Leisure Services 
(see Funding section) have had little impact, and therefore the limited input of sport into 
the themed year raises questions about the influence of sports interests in the city. 
A number of factors appear to have led to this shift away from a Year of Sport. First, 
Sport and Recreation Services has appeared to wait on events elsewhere before deciding 
on a course of action. For example, interviewee 7 noted (LSF, 21 SI October, 2003) that 
until the Culture Company was in place, it would be difficult for sport interests to lobby. 
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In the LSF meeting of November 2002, LCC were awaiting a steer from DCMS as to 
whether sports events are to be generic or specific (LSF, 19th November, 2002), with 
interviewee 24 stating that the 'DCMS told us it should be a Year of Performance' 
rather than a 'Year of Sport' indicating the degree of influence central government has 
over local government sport policy. Interviewee 21 agrees that the former Year of Sport 
was changed by LCC officers operating 'outside of sport' leaving officers within 
Leisure Services to 'present it as something they agree with'. Second, the 
ineffectiveness of the sports lobby to represent itself successfully can also be noted, 
where in comparison, successful lobbying by arts and business interests was identified 
by a number of interviewees and it was noted in the LSF minutes as early as 2003 (LSF, 
21st October, 2003) that the arts are 'well ahead of sport' in bidding for Capital of 
Culture. Interviewee 24 notes that grant funding for the arts is sustainable by 
comparison with sport and the arts lobby 'believe it is their divine right to have the 
money'. 
Third, interviewee 24 notes that Sport England, who fund the Culture Company post, 
fully supported the 2004 Commonwealth Games in Manchester but has been slow to 
respond to Capital of Culture by comparison. The length of time is has taken to appoint 
a representative for sport within the Culture Company is also indicative of the relatively 
Iow value placed on sport both within LCC and external to it. Not until 2005 was a 
former leisure facility manager appointed to lead in respect of sport's role in the themed 
year of 2006 and other activities until 2009. A number of interviewees questioned 
whether the successful applicant would prove to be effective in this role, given no prior 
experience of project management and given the many competing interests within the 
sport policy area seeking to gain recognition and resources through Capital of Culture. 
Moreover, the post is poorly resourced, requiring staff to be transferred out of sport and 
into the Culture Company, as noted as early as October 2004, where the former Head of 
Sport and Recreation Services informed the LSF that 'several members of the Leisure 
Services staff had moved to the Capital of Culture team and would now not cover some 
of their traditional events' (LSF, 28th October, 2004). Further, interviewees questioned 
whether the amount of funding available for the post is 'significant' enough given the 
size of the task. 
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A senior Sport England representative (interviewee 17, 9th August, 2005) noted that a 
'significant investment' in Capital of Culture has belatedly been made by Sport England 
including joint funding of the new Culture Company representative for sport, who has 'a 
difficult job' as 'the Culture Company want big sporting events ... but also enhancing 
(the) sporting infrastructure is needed where (name of appointee) is pulled in two 
directions ... and (he has) the added difficulty of managing the politics of other local 
authorities who say what are we getting out of it?' Interviewee 25 (9th September, 2005) 
concluded that LCC (Sport) have 'still got a lot of work to do to prepare for the Year of 
Performance' and perhaps LCC Sport will be forced to focus on the 2008 celebrations 
instead. 
Fourth, sports organisations in the voluntary sector have resisted involvement in the 
enterprise, where few organisations have perceived the event as an opportunity to 
showcase their sport, and as interviewee 24 adds 'it is not for us to produce the events' 
adding that the professional football club's lack of support was 'appalling'. In the 
voluntary sector, many interviewees were simply unaware of the plans and had not been 
consulted. Interviewee 32 (1 st December, 2005) states that he is 'unsure what the 
Culture Company are doing ... they are talking about doing something for the Parks 
tournament (tennis) ... (but) ... most sports will say Capital of Culture has done nothing 
for us'. Interviewee 28 (l8th October, 2005), Chair of the LSF, adds that 'A lot of sports 
feel disconnected with the Year of Sport'. In the school sport sector, interviewee 33 
stated that he 'can't believe this hasn't been addressed' sooner. Interviewee 34 adds that 
it 'could have been a lot bigger ... (there was) not enough impact from the Culture 
Company' who appointed too late. Even SDOs within LCC were resistant to plans as 
noted by interviewee 16 who confirmed that football will make use of existing 
activities, only branded with the Capital of Culture theme, and questioned how new 
initiatives or events can be included given capacity issues in delivering 'free football 
sessions' as advertised by the Culture Company without consultation. Interviewee 20 
notes that for gymnastics, the Culture Company are 'steering the agenda for 2006-08 ... 
fitting-in gymnastics to a programme of events'. A programme of events for the Year of 
Performance was finally to be announced in late January 2006 (Tourism and Leisure 
Select Committee, 9th January, 2006) that included events that were, in the main, part of 
an existing calendar of sports events. Of note is that few sports bodies are involved in 
delivery outside of LCC. 
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In sum, although the principal SDO (interviewee 7) argues that prior to Capital of 
Culture, sport's location was 'even more tenuous than it is currently', sport remains at 
the margins of Capital of Culture which indicates its weak organisational embeddedness 
within LCC and an inability of sport bodies external to LCC to exact pressure on key 
policy actors, given the characteristics of the sport policy area, namely fragmented 
organisation, competing interests and the attendant weak conditions for consensus and 
city-wide strategic planning. 
Departmental relations within Liverpool city council 
Internal relations between departments are important in understanding sports interests 
and policy change for sport in Liverpool. A number of tensions appear to exist between 
Leisure Services and Education, Health, Resources and Planning for example. 
Interviewee 24 adds 'Youth Services could play a far greater part' too. These tensions 
are mirrored at Executive Board, as noted by interviewee 24, where sport is not valued 
significantly and competing interests have sought to maintain their share of resources. 
More specifically, tensions between Leisure and Education are cited by the executive 
member for leisure who notes that in respect of the DfES policy framework document 
utilised by Education, Every Child Matters (DfES, 2005a) the survey of children found 
a high level of interest in sport, to which Education's response was 'free passes' to 
children, that interviewee 24 refers to as 'just a gimmick ... (that) cannot be sustained'. 
Interviewee 25 (9th September, 2005) within Education states that the tension between 
Education and Leisure arises out of Leisure Services focus on specific sports whereas 
Education has a 'grass-roots' or participation based focus (see Chapter 6). These 
tensions steer policy central to which is funding. Interviewee 25 states 'Funding always 
has an influence on relationships' and the government funding of school sport since 
1997 within an increasing focus on education generally, is mirrored within LCe, where 
Leisure budgets are 'slashed' and priority given to education rather than leisure within 
LCC. This has 'caused a little bit of tension' and 'created unhappiness' noted the Senior 
Effectiveness Officer for education (interviewee 25). Further, interviewee 25 notes that 
sport-based programmes, supported by the Leisure budget, such as Sportslinx. have 
roots in schools, thus creating the 'potential for overlap and conflict'. Other tensions 
exist between Planning and Leisure in respect of playing fields policy (see Chapter 7), 
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and the inter-relationship between Education, Leisure and Health underpins policy to 
promote physical activity including sport for health gains in schools (see Chapter 8). 
The impact of these tensions on policy can be seen where Sport and Recreation Services 
attempted to create an agreed strategy for sport for the period 2003-08. The following 
section highlights how internal and external relationships mediated this strategy that has 
remains unpublished as of April 2006. 
The 2003-08 sport and recreation strategy 
In respect of delays in producing the 2003-08 sport and recreation strategy, Realising 
the Potential, (LCC, 2003) the Chair of the LSF notes (LSF, minutes of 19th November, 
2002) that the strategy is being delayed in part due to the Best Value review, ongoing at 
that time (Audit Commission, 2002). The date of publication was therefore moved from 
December 2002 to March 2003. The strategy was planned to be linked to the new 
Merseyside Sport and Recreation Strategy, but with the MSP under review in 2004, the 
strategy was further delayed. Interviewee 21 observes that LCC are often 'waiting for 
the lead of central government' adding that 'there is always something going on above 
the level you are at... that you are not party to'. Interviewee 24 states that central 
government 'moved the goalposts', hence the delays in publication adding that the 
DCMS require longer-term strategies, whereas a yearly action plan (as with Libraries 
within LCC) is preferred by LCC as 'strategy should be a moving feast... a list of 
priorities is better' . 
Interviewee 9 adds that the delays were also due to there being 'too many unpopular 
decisions within it', for example it proposes the closure of two sport centres. 
Interviewee 35 adds that the Chief Executive of LCC 'would rather see things 
happening than writing strategies' (LSF meeting, 27th September, 2005). Interviewee 35 
stated that the strategy is expected to be published in April 2006 (LSF meeting, 27th 
September, 2005). However, interviewee 37 accepted, in February 2006, that it was 
unlikely that the strategy would be written at all. In fact, a local strategy is now to fit 
into the wider Merseyside Sports Strategy, with interviewee 37 stating that 'there is no 
need to develop a Liverpool (specific) strategy'. In a policy area characterised by 
multiple agencies producing multiple documents, strategies quickly date and without an 
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agreed strategic vision for sport, the authority engages in policy-taking rather than 
policymaking. It is clear that sport is susceptible to exogenous events such as plans 
made by other organisations and disagreement within LCC itself. As of August, 2006, 
the strategy remains unpublished. 
Funding mechanisms and spending priorities 
In respect of local government financing, interviewee 24 observes that the fundamental 
issue is the non-statutory status of sport that underpins the funding framework, as a 
consequence of which LCC Leisure Services must actively seek funds or as the Head of 
MSP (interviewee 2, 6th December, 2004) expresses it, 'chase the money'. The political 
context is critical in respect of funding for sport, as noted by a senior LSF member in 
stating that LCC 'seems totally focussed on reducing council tax, and sport which is not 
a statutory service suffers badly' (LSF minutes, l2'h June, 2002). However, the funding 
of sport in Liverpool can only be understood at the local level by reference to central 
government funding of sport. The manager of the SAZ and former Sport England policy 
officer (interviewee 4, 20th December, 2004) noted the impact of Comprehensive 
Spending Reviews where reductions in National Lottery and general taxation allocations 
for sport in recent years has been offset by new funding sources (e.g. NOF, NRF) that 
requires local authority sport services to recognise the social agenda for sport. 
Interviewee 39 notes that with only £250m per annum spent on sport nationally, there is 
an increasing need for sport services within local government to attract funding from the 
Health sector and elsewhere, giving greater policy control to central government where 
social policy objectives for sport are a core policy concern. 
In Liverpool, the Sport and Recreation Services policy officer (interviewee 3) stated that 
over £ lOOm of lottery monies had been brought into sport for capital schemes from 
1997 to 2002, claiming that 'much of the city's existing sport and recreation strategy 
had been possible as a consequence of that investment' (LSF, 16th May, 2002). 
However, as the former Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 39) noted, there has seen 
a shift from capital to revenue funding, following the re-structuring of Sport England in 
2004, given that spending on capital projects nation-wide has not increased participation 
levels in the last decade, concluding that 'more capital projects are not really the 
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answer'. The current LCC Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 35) also noted a shift 
from sport-specific Lottery funding streams to NOF, that again has implications for 
local sport policy, particularly for initiatives outside of the mainstream budget that 
embodies core priorities, such as Sportslinx that is 'heavily dependent' on NRF (see 
Chapter 8 on sport policy and health promotion). Interviewee 24 also notes the 
significance of the National Lottery where 'Football Foundation monies have been a 
godsend' in, for example, local authority pitch improvements, again implying 
significant resource dependence. Resource dependencies is an issue where it appears 
that LCC is increasingly relying on Lottery monies and in accepting the monies must 
bend to central government control over resource allocation and therefore priorities. 
However, interviewee 4 maintains that monies have been re-directed or 'mis-used' by 
LCC, with for example, the NRF 'propping-up sport budgets ... (and) ... not created for 
this purpose ... it's used to fill the gaps because of reductions in mainstream budgets ... 
(and) ... used to maintain existing service levels', adding that NRF monies were 
supposed to be ring-fenced with many wards in Liverpool eligible but adds that 
'targeting is not working'. Interviewee 9 agrees that NRF monies have been 'used 
creatively' in support of Lce sport priorities. The Head of Leisure Services admits that 
this type of revenue stream can 'bend mainstream funding'. Given that national funding 
criteria and objectives are reinterpreted locally, with flexible understandings of policy 
guidance employed by local authorities, interviewee 4 and others recognised an 
increasing trend of omitting local authority control over resources where at all possible 
(see Chapter 6 on school sport policy). Interviewee 4 suggests that LCe accommodate 
national policy out of expediency and for funding acquisition, where, it can also be 
argued that LCe seek to avoid central government controls over how the funding is 
spent locally. 
Critically, the funding context is mediated by a lack of trust between central and local 
government, compounded by a party political divide where both the Liberal Democrats 
in Liverpool and Labour in central government have held office for almost a decade. 
This is most evident in high profile disagreements over large scale capital projects since 
the inception of Capital of Culture (such as the Mersey Tram system), but also in the 
case of capital projects for sport such as the 50 metre swimming pool. At the meeting of 
the LSF (27th September, 2005), LCC's delivery on large-scale projects was noted. 
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As interviewee 24 observed, NOF monies, for example, are 'very specific' and can be 
withdrawn if projects threaten to overspend, as happened with the planned sports facility 
in the Gateacre district. Interviewee 4 observes that due to minimal trust between 
government departments and funding agencies, central government is 'losing faith in 
organisations responsible for delivery' and 'calling-in' funds, where government 
departments are accountable to the financial and policy framework and timescales of the 
Treasury. Moreover, interviewee 4 provides a number of examples where LCC has 
simply not spent the funding assigned to sport in Liverpool and 'claw-back' has taken 
place, including the NOF 'PE and Sport' programme, where little was spent in 3 years 
of the £9.2m allocated, Football Foundation monies, the Active England initiative and 
for the Space for Sport and the Arts programme. Components of the problem of 'claw-
back' include the planning application process, management agreements and methods of 
procurement. Interviewee 24 concludes in respect of funding claw-back by central 
government, that 'if (sport was) statutory they would passport funds through, there 
would be a capital strand'. Further, the SAZ manager observes that structures and 
processes within funding bodies are often a problem, with infrastructures not in place to 
release the monies and further, these funding conditions are conducive only to a lack of 
risk-taking within organisations, adding that the 'system seems frozen', concluding that 
agencies simply do not have the capacity to deliver policy goals. 
Resource dependencies have in part resulted from the decreasing budget for sport within 
LCC. Leisure Services generates significantly less than it spends, creating a resource 
dependency within LCC. In fact, only the Lifestyles centres and the Synthetic pitches 
(used for 5-a-side football primarily) provide a revenue surplus. Data from CIPFA (see 
table 15) only provides a general guide on income and expenditure, as what is included 
as 'sport and recreation' is defined differently across local authorities. Also of note is 
that statistics were recorded differently up until 2001102 financial year, hence not all 
data is available. Nonetheless, it is clear that Sport and Recreation Services is resource 
dependent on LCC where expenditure exceeds outcome; income itself has decreased; 
whereas expenditure has remained stable until 2005106; and the net expenditure per 
head of population has also decreased in the last three years. The 'deficit' however 
represents only a tiny proportion of the Council budget (Audit Commission, 2002). Data 
for 'Sports Development and Community Recreation', 'Indoor Sports and Recreation 
Facilities' and 'Outdoor Sports and Recreation Facilities' has also been recorded since 
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2001102. A note is the decreasing amount spent per head on community recreation by 
comparison with outdoor sport that remains stable over time and indoor sport that, 
despite a decrease, is significantly higher to resource. Therefore, the rising costs of 
maintaining sports facilities appears to have impacted on community sport and 
recreation, that is increasingly reliant on external funding sources. On the other hand, 
reductions in spending rnay relate to competing policy priorities. 
Table 15: Financial data for Sport and Recreation Services, Liverpool City 
Council: 1997 to 2006 
Financial Year Total income Total expenditure Deficit (net Net expenditure 
£'0005 £'0005 expenditure) for Head of 
£'0005 Population 
£p 
2005106 7,745 14,499 6,754 15.29 
2004/05 9,752 19,469 9,717 22.01 
2003/04 7,339 19,388 12,Q49 27.43 
2002103 11,218 19,501 8,283 18.20 
2001102 12,188 20,564 8,376 18.54 
2000101 
· · 
10,279 
· 
1999/2000 
· · 
9,349 
· 
1998/99 
· · 
9,001 
· 
1997/98 · · 9,115 · 
Source. C1PFA 
Note: This data should be treated with caution as comparison across years is subject to changing accounting 
conventions. Further, there are inconsistencies in respect of what constitutes income and expenditure for the category 
'sport and recreation' and this varies across local authorities. 
Also of note in the study of local sport policy priorities is the amount per head spent on 
'sports development and community recreation' by comparison with 'indoor and 
outdoor sports and recreation facilities'. In the 5 financial years (2001·06) since the 
breakdown of these figures has been available, the average spend per head (per annum) 
that relates to facilities is £16.89, which compares with £2.38 for sports development 
and community recreation (CIPFA). Currently, spend per head on community-related 
sport is 54 pence per annum. The national average spend per head in local authorities 
was £19 in 2003/04 (Independent Sports Review Group, 2005: 71) indicating that LeC, 
as interviewee 24 (the leader of the council as of November, 2005) claimed, spend 
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above the average on sport (albeit largely on elite sport priorities), although also of note 
are the severe cuts in spending per head from 2003/04 to date. Given this data, it is 
evident that maintaining and expanding sport services is dependent on non-sport 
interests valuing sport and its externalities. Of note is that approximately 30% of lottery 
funding goes to local authorities (DCMS, 2002) who are therefore a major beneficiary 
of lottery monies for sport. Interviewees confirmed that the local authority have to some 
extent replaced local expenditure with lottery monies. Although interviewee 7 notes that 
different political parties have sustained support for sports development over time, he 
adds that there has been little emphasis on building local capacity, and associated with 
this are the problems with sustaining core funding. In sum, as interviewee 33 observed, 
sport services are 'under a cloud of worry about the budget' where instability year to 
year mitigates against strategic development. Interviewee 24 notes that in response to 
the Audit Commission (2002) report that stated that Leisure Services was 'too resource 
based', an internal report from the Head of Resources focused on reducing subsidy 
through closing the older swimming pools, hence a focus on financial resources and the 
short-term. Further, as the Head of Indoor Leisure Facilities (interviewee 9, 11th July, 
2005), a commercial imperative has permeated Sport and Recreation Services since the 
1990s, adding that the former Head would emphasise 'If there's no business case, don't 
do it'. 
Although interviewee 35 claimed that the Leisure Service subsidy 'is not considered a 
problem by other departments' adding that the 'Education (department) recognizes the 
value of sport', with Leisure Services employing a relatively high staff ratio for this type 
of service, it is questionable whether sport policy priorities can be maintained given 
budget reductions and rising costs of service maintenance, coupled with increasing 
pressure from central government to deliver across a raft of agendas. Sport has in part 
retained support through the priority given to the Education budget in Liverpool as 
identified by a former Head of a specialist sport college (interviewee 33), unlike other 
areas of the North of England, where Social Services is 'bleeding the Education budget' 
and this impacts on sport where 'sport' is located within Education services. However, 
significant tensions remain between sport and education priorities (see chapter 6) that in 
turn may challenge the elite sport focus. In the short-term, interviewee 24 maintains that 
the 'sport development programme (is) unaffected' by budget reductions, with 'reserves 
covering the loss', but reserves cannot be relied on indefinitely. The implication is that 
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LCC do not have a strategic, longer-term plan for sport services, and it would be 
difficult to create a strategy given the status and funding of the service and competing 
agendas for sport within LCC, as is highlighted in the account of facilities management 
provided by its senior officer (interviewee 9), who states that the leisure facilities budget 
varies year on year as priorities change and the costs of maintaining services change; 
budgets for specific projects have been removed and then re-instated; savings made are 
not spent on some occasions with Facilities Management having 'little input into how 
the money is saved'; and 'communication channels appear to have broken down'. This 
again highlights the tensions within Leisure Services around resource allocation. 
The current Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 35) states that since 1997 Leisure 
Services 'has taken a pro-active stance in order to protect itself from reduction in 
budgets', adding that 'We've tagged ourselves to the Health group', in part because, as 
interviewee 3 claims, the Culture group is 'dominated by the arts ... (who) look down on 
sport'. Officers have therefore had to act as 'entrepreneurs' on securing funding and 
retaining the service subsidy. Interviewee 7 notes that LCC sport are 'constantly on the 
lookout' for funding given the budget and given that external funding rarely extends 
beyond three years. Further, Sport and Recreation Services has demonstrated creativity 
in accessing additional funds through the sale of land for allotments following the 
transfer of allotments from Parks to Sport and Recreation Services to raise monies for 
Capital projects. The sale of land is perhaps the easiest way for local authorities to raise 
funds to underpin policy actions (see Chapter 7 on playing fields policy). Interviewee 37 
concludes that 'everybody is after the same pots of money ... (that can be) difficult to 
access. A lot of it is already earmarked'. For example, funding for school sport linked to 
organisational and employment structures and NOF monies are 'ring-fenced' and 
'channelled direct into schools' avoiding LEA control. With funding streams more 
diverse than prior to 1997, but nonetheless allocated to specific areas, e.g. NOF to 
school sport, interviewee 39 states that local authorities have a diminished ability to 
allocate Lottery funding into local priorities, although LCC has to some extent been 
successful in doing so. 
As stated, the most significant spending on sport to date has been on capital projects, 
where the problem of building new capital projects is essentially one of the costs of 
maintaining them using limited revenue budgets. Interviewee 9 admits that 'not enough' 
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has been spent on a number of pools, resulting in pressures to close a number of them, 
although as interviewee 3 notes, these developments can be placed in the context of 
longer-term investment decisions or a 'rationalization and modernization programme' 
that takes account of trends, population shifts and demographics. LCC has sought to 
reduce its maintenance costs associated with 'old stock' through closures, but closures 
are 'politically sensitive' and can impact on officer-member relations where goodwill is 
critical to maintaining internal funding support. In Liverpool, however, with the priority 
on event organisation around performance sport, capital projects remain central to 
securing priorities, particularly given the Capital of Culture framework. Therefore, LCC 
continue to attempt to build new facilities despite the fact that 'funding programmes act 
like a snowball', as observed by interviewee 4, identifying a current example as the 50 
metre swimming pool. 
It has not been the intention of this section to provide a detailed analysis or explanation 
of the financing of Leisure Services, or funding mechanisms across central and local 
government, but to highlight the influences shaping sport policymaking and change. The 
study demonstrates the complexity of funding arrangements within which many 
competing interests struggle for influence. The strategy and actions of Sport and 
Recreation Services therefore need to be understood within a resources-driven context, 
where weak status and funding continuity compromise sport policy, planning and 
provision. 
The 50 metre swimming pool 
The LSF minutes include a reference to the two issues that 'would impact on sport in 
the city and which the forum had and would continue to play a significant role were the 
50m pool and the Capital of Culture particularly the themed years aspect' (LSF, 7th July, 
2004). Originally, the idea was for the opening of the pool to take place in early 2006 to 
coincide with the 'Year of Sport'. The project can be traced back to discussions in 1999, 
as noted by a senior officer within Sport England (interviewee 17, 9th August, 2005) and 
at Executive Board (LCC, 20th July, 2001) the former Head of Facility Management 
stated that 'he would speak with Sport England with a view to being on site by October 
2001'. However, delays in the construction were a concern in early 2002 (LSF, 4th 
April, 2002) where a 'lack of water space to meet the needs of the school curriculum' 
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was noted, given that no swimming provision existed in the Picton ward of the city. As 
of April 2006, however, the pool has yet to be built and the completion date is now 
expected to be in late 2007, with its opening and usage completely bypassing the Year 
of Performance and what could have been a showcase year for swimming and sports 
itself. 
A number of reasons appear to exist for this significant delay that provides in sights into 
the sport policy process in Liverpool. First, the lobby for the pool has proved 
ineffective. Although the Chair of LSF noted in a letter to members that progress with 
the 50m pool is 'a very positive reflection on the relationship which the forum has 
established with both elected members and senior officers' (letter to LSF membership, 
14'h October, 2004) and a written agreement with Lce was eventually acquired stating 
that construction would begin on 1 SI December, 2005, agreement at LSF level clearly 
has little impact on key decisions regarding sport. The critical problem appears to be the 
lack of a consensus at Executive Board level, where senior officers and members have 
questioned whether the pool is needed at all, as noted by interviewee 9. Interviewee 32 
(IS' December, 2005) states that 'A lack of energy has gone into the city pool... it needs 
individuals pushing it', and interviewee 13, the SDO for swimming, cites delays in 
constructing the pool as being due to 'power struggle' at senior LeC level, stating 
'some want it and others don't, highlighting the importance of consensus at Executive 
Board Level for major capital projects. In fact, as interviewee 13 states, it is 'difficult to 
justify two similar facilities forty minutes apart' with a 50 meter pool in Manchester 
already built. However, competition with the city of Manchester permeates policy 
debates. 
Second, and more significantly, disagreement over how the pool should be funded was a 
critical issue with the Executive member representing sport (interviewee 24) believing 
that the pool 'should be funded nationally, not locally by raising council tax'. Raising 
local taxes to pay for the pool could prove to be an electoral liability for the Liberal 
Democrats. Interviewee 24 added that the problem of Lee building the pool, using 
'unsupported borrowing', is the legacy from incurring high interest rates over 25 years. 
Locally, the legacy of prior spending priorities retain an impact on policy years later, as 
noted by the executive member, who cited the example of the housing restructuring in 
the 1980s, with Lee 'still recovering, even now' (interviewee 24) and this indirectly 
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impacts on resources for sport. In terms of funding, concerns over revenue funding in 
maintaining the service were raised (LSF, 16th May, 2002) and the capital costs of the 
pool were cited as a concern (LSF, 24th September, 2002). As of late 2004, (LSF, 28th 
October, 2004) the LCC were seeking funding partners for the 50m pool. Eventually, 
Sport England agreed to part-fund the pool (£4m), whilst LCC had to raise £8m. 
However, with Leisure Services unable to support its construction, given the severe 
budget reductions in 2005/06 and the reliance on subsidy, and with project costs ever 
increasing, the project was to be tied-in with the Kings Dock Arena development to 
'make up the shortfall'. However, these arrangements fell through in early 2006, leaving 
LCC to cover the rising costs through unsupported borrowing after all (Leisure and 
Tourism Select Committee, 9th January, 2006). With a consensus not achieved and 
delays continuing, interviewee 9 expressed surprise at Sport England's patience given 
prior claw-back of Lottery monies for other projects where a lack of agreement within 
LCC, delays and or weak implementation had been issues. However, the pool was 
viewed by Sport England as a 'legacy project', and it was given approval following a 
review and restructuring of Sport England in 2004, as noted by a Sport England 
representative (interviewee 17). 
A further issue was over the usage of the pool. The Chair of the City of Liverpool 
Swimming Club (interviewee 26, 12th September, 2005) notes that 'Everybody is after 
the peak times ... (there is) a shortage of water as a result both locally and nationally'. In 
Liverpool, elite swimming was delivered at Westminster Road Pool (now closed), and 
then Everton Pool (now aging with high maintenance costs) where balancing club and 
community use has been an issue. Interviewee 26 notes that Everton Pool was 'built for 
performance and was not well used by the community' but public opposition demanded 
more community use. A former Head of PE for twenty years in Liverpool (interviewee 
27, 13th September, 2005) cited long-standing disagreements over pool usage between 
swimming and diving bodies. Further, interviewee 27 claimed that diving 'clashed with 
water polo', with the latter taking priority due to personal preferences of a senior Sport 
and Recreation Services officer. In the planned 50 metre pool, diving has no place. 
The impact of building the pool on community pools was a further issue. Interviewee 13 
noted that 'Swimming pools do not make money' and building the pool will mean 
closing other 'out of date' pools where 'these closures help promote the need for a 50 
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metre pool'. In order to retain the priority on elite sport interests despite the weaknesses 
of the infrastructure for elite swimming, Sport and Recreation Services are currently 
considering greater community use through partnerships with the commercial sector, 
who own a number of pools, and making greater use of the school pools in the city. 
Further, in terms of the impact of building the pool on green space for community use, 
interviewee 24 noted that objections to planning permission, supported by some 
councillors, further delayed the project, although this space was of poor quality and not 
used by the community. Eventually the building design was altered to avoid the' green 
space' that the executive member for leisure described as a 'wasteland'. 
A number of reasons therefore exist for the delay in constructing the new pool that 
highlight the relatively weak influence of sport interests in the city, within a context of 
competing priorities, funding issues and control of policy. Arguably, the pool would not 
have been agreed to be built had it not been for the direct intervention of the incoming 
Council Leader with a 'sport agenda' at a time when the Chief Executive had resigned 
and weak opposition existed to the pool from the local Labour Party who 'called-in' the 
decision to proceed (Select Committee meeting, 9th January, 2006), expressing concerns 
over the rising costs of the facility now dependent on unsupported borrowing. 
Relationships between policy actors 
The changing nature of relationships between LCC Sport and Recreation Services and 
other sports interests is arguably an important dimension in understanding sport policy 
change in Liverpool. Interviewee 2, Head of MSP, cites a number of issues impacting 
on relationships between key agencies, including the fact that delivery mechanisms are 
not in place; an over-reliance on commitment of agencies and individuals; a lack of 
understanding of 'who does what'; too many groups and the related problems of 
coordination; formal relations are lacking between some organisations; and no single 
organisation possesses an overview of the existing structures, funding mechanisms, or 
partnerships. Interviewee 4 'felt the whole area of sporting provision was a complex 
subject...many agencies, many advisors ... lack of coordination is a real problem which 
needs addressing' (LSF, 28th October, 2004). 
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Central-local government relations 
Interviewee 3, policy officer for Sport and Recreation Services, notes that a 'special 
relationship' between LCC and Sport England, has developed over time with Sport 
England broadly supportive of LCC due to its pro-activity and record of delivery. In 
practice, interviewee 7 states that LCC policy ideas are 'borrowed' or claimed as 
examples of success by Sport England. Interviewee 7 added that on the whole, this has 
been a 'good relationship' for LCC, who 'plug into [Sport England] initiatives for 
branding purposes' but remain autonomous in terms of delivery, stating that LCC has 'a 
free reign' in terms of local policy priorities and implementation, only linking with 
central government sport policy priorities in order to access funding streams. 
Interviewee 37 agrees that 'nothing is imposed on us' and although central government 
funding is increasingly linked to its policy priorities, LCC is able to focus on the 'needs 
of the city', to which interviewee 7 adds, central government 'doesn't drive LCC 
policy .. .local knowledge and local need do'. Interviewee 7 qualifies this approach in 
observing that 'it is difficult to follow the government agenda' in its entirety where 
sport is a non-statutory service. However, the relationship between Sport England and 
LCC is arguably changing despite claims of the 'special relationship', with a senior 
Sport England representative (interviewee 17) stating that LCC 'will fail to secure 
investment if it does not meet wider 'development through sport' targets in the mid to 
long-term' adding that LCC must also attract more non-sport monies, e.g. from health 
sector and regeneration agencies. The CP A observes interviewee 17 will have an impact 
as LCC must adapt to key performance indicators (KPIs) and further, LCC must also 
meet PSA targets to trigger additional funding. Interviewee 17 adds that with competing 
priorities for local authorities and where budget cuts are required in some areas, 'one of 
the first areas they will look at is sport and leisure', but under the CPA framework, 
interviewee 17 hopes authorities will 'think twice' before cutting a service that is 'semi-
statutory' in status under CP A, as performance in Leisure Services will impact on other 
service priorities. 
According to the Head of MSP (interviewee 2), Sport England is 'not taking account of 
(the) existing infrastructure or processes when developing initiatives'. Further, 
interviewee 2 adds Sport England are 'poor at communication historically', for example, 
Sport England have recently created five themed groups that overlaps with and 
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duplicates existing work in Liverpool. Interviewee 24 adds that Sport England 'don't do 
enough... since (the former Director) left'. Moreover, a number of Lee officers 
questioned the rationale for Sport England, its role and responsibilities, and its location 
and influence following the re-emergence of the regional sports boards. In fact, 
interviewee 4 notes that the NWSB 'influence will increase' as it has funding power and 
the infrastructure is in place to deliver its objectives. Following a period of mutual 
support, although based on instrumental benefits, the policy gap between Lee and 
Sport England therefore appears to be widening and it may widen further as the Sport 
England core policy focus and organisational rationale from 2006 is around 'sport for 
all' and social policy goals, whereas Lee seeks to retain its priorities around elite sport, 
overseen by a separate government agency, UK Sport. 
Historically, Lee have sought to retain autonomy and control over local sport policy, 
but with many funding streams outside of the direct control of Lee, particularly for 
school sport, partnership arrangements with central government funded bodies have 
proved problernatic. It is argued that it is central government intervention that has 
established the basis for 'joined-up delivery' across competing agendas and policy 
areas. This is most evident in boxing, where after years of neglect within Lee; central 
government viewed the sport as 'delivering a raft of agendas' including education, 
health, crime, citizenship, and sporting success (interviewee 12), adding that, critically, 
Sport England funding support is now ring-fenced as boxing 'ticks every box'. Further, 
the central government initiated 'modernisation' of the voluntary sport sector has 
proved to be a key component of the emerging relationship between local authorities 
and NGBs of sport. In swimming, interviewee 26 noted an increasing emphasis on 
partnerships 'supported by government money and linked to performance indicators', 
adding that 'The whole thing is government-driven'. For gymnastics too, interviewee 20 
observes that partnerships between Lee and voluntary sector clubs form one part of the 
2004-07 strategy for gymnastics development the parameters of which are set by the 
newly 'modernised' NGB for the sport. 
Although Lee has embraced these changes, it is only in terms of its priority sports that 
effective partnerships have been established based on the existing relationships between, 
for example, the ASA and Lee. By contrast, outside of core Lee sport priorities, and 
outside of performance sport goals, Lee has proved less receptive to the both central 
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government and the voluntary sector. A former Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 
39) claims that 'government continually meddles with things' and noted that a period of 
stability is crucial for facilitating 'buy-in from the voluntary sector'. Interviewee 39 (a 
former head of leisure services) stated 'leave the systems alone for a while ... what 
about building the base?' 
The relationship between LCC and the voluntary sector for sport in Liverpool cannot 
therefore exclude the dynamic between the voluntary sector and central government 
agencies. In this study, voluntary sector representatives questioned the legitimacy of 
Sport England, with interviewee 39 stating that Sport England 'have never made it clear 
why they are there' and DCMS 'still trying to find a niche for them'. The lack of 
support of Sport England initiatives from the local voluntary sector is evident with 
interviewee 7 noting in a letter to members (LSF, 22nd March, 2004) that 'Previous 
consultations have not enabled them (Sport England) to gain consensus on the actions 
that need to be taken to achieve the proposed objectives outlined in the (Sport England 
NW, 2004) plan', indicating both a lack of engagement with the regional plan based 
around the key objectives of Game Plan (DCMS, 2002) and a resistant to the policy 
framework. 
Local authority-voluutary sport sector relations 
The former Head of the Sport and Recreation Services (interviewee 5, 18th February, 
2005) accepts that he had a 'misguided view of how important LCC was' in delivering 
sport, and noted the significant contribution of the voluntary sector to sport in 
Liverpool. Interviewees agree that Lec has been the key driving force for sport in 
Liverpool, with interviewee 21 observing that the influence of LCC was in part due to 
the growth of leisure professionals, stating 'the more professional involvement (in sport) 
the less democracy there is ... volunteers become less important' (in decision-making). 
He added that the pattern has been to 'consult once the decision has been made'. 
Moreover, several interviewees criticised the organisational culture of Leisure Services 
and the local authority as a whole, one identifying a 'culture of arrogance' in Sport 
services (interviewee 11, 21 SI July, 2005). 
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Tensions relating to the funding context are apparent not only in a resource dependence 
of some sports on LCC, but also in the fact that grass-roots organisations are not bidding 
for government funding in part the result of not 'knowing how to get the money ... 
knowing how to 10bby'(LSF, 7'h July, 2004). A Sport England representative (quoted in 
the LSF meeting of l6'h May, 2002) stated that there have been relatively few successful 
applications from voluntary sector organisations in Liverpool and Merseyside, although 
as interviewee 17 observes, the North-West region submits the highest number of bids 
of any region, adding that the problem is 'bidders working in isolation'. To access 
Lottery monies, interviewee 17 stated that organisations must demonstrate partnership 
working, and voluntary sector clubs, for example, have a history of single organisation 
bids that are no longer favoured in the lottery process. Secretary of the LSF (interviewee 
32, 1 sI December 2005) states that is relatively easy for a club to access lottery funding 
steams for smaller awards but this money is 'almost like throwing drops of water on 
barren earth', adding that clubs 'can't get (significant) money from Sport England 
unless you have a lot of clout' and with clubs required to meet targets, 'it seems to be 
more political these days'. 
Interviewee 6, the former LCC tennis development officer, argued that the ability of 
sports to resist government intervention is to a large extent a reflection of the financial 
status of the sport. In Liverpool, the LT A and LCC fought a battle for control over the 
'City Tennis Clubs' or 'inner city tennis' programme aimed at widening participation in 
the sport. In practice, given LCC's performance sport focus, the inner city programme 
focused on producing coaches and the 'widening participation' agenda had minimal 
impact (interviewee 32). Further, funding status impacts on relationships, as interviewee 
32 notes, for tennis, 'we looked after ourselves until 1993', being resourced 
independently, but with LCC building a Tennis Centre and the appointment of a Tennis 
Development Officer, coupled with the growth of local commercial sector indoor tennis 
courts and changing lifestyles with participation expanding on a 'pay-per-play' basis, 
there was a resultant loss of voluntary sector club members. Subsequently, a 'strained 
relationship' developed between clubs and LCC tennis development. 
The relationship with the voluntary sector has been less significant, apart from football 
that saw LCC working closely with the County FA (brought into Liverpool) and the 
Liverpool School Sports Association, both of whom were influential in developing the 
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Walton Soccer Centre, for example. Resistance to change exists in some quarters of the 
voluntary sector, notes interviewee 26, where Sport England are perceived by some 
clubs as 'dictating what we do', but resistance is 'being overcome slowly' as funding is 
conditional to accepting the new policy and delivery framework. The former Head of 
the MSP (interviewee 11) suggested that voluntary sector perspectives 'will differ 
depending on whether they [LCC] favour their sport or not'. Thus a divide exists in the 
voluntary sector around the nature and extent of engagement with the City council. 
The Liverpool Sports Forum 
At the hub of the public-voluntary relationship is the Liverpool Sports Forum (LSF) that 
was born out of the recommendations of On the Right Track (LCC, 1997) that was 
intended to 'bridge the gap' between the sectors and gave greater voice to the voluntary 
sector, with the LSF intended to collectively 'enable a body of influence ... to take sport 
forward' (LCC, 1997). The former Head of Sport and Recreation Services (interviewee 
5) observed that voluntary sector bodies historically have had limited input into LCC 
strategies for sport. As a result of founding the forum, it is noted (LSF, 19th November, 
2002) that relations between LCC and voluntary sector had significantly improved. 
Nonetheless, the forum took time to develop as a lack of consultation by LCC was noted 
as the norm prior to 2002 (LSF, 24th September, 2002) where 'concerns raised by (LSF) 
members could have been avoided had regular consultation been held between 
representatives of the Forum and the (LCC) Board member'. Interviewee 32 (1 SI 
December, 2005) states that the relationship with LCC can be described as very good, 
adding 'there has been a great togetherness', citing a network established around key 
personnel such as the former Head of Sport and Recreation Services (interviewee 5) and 
NGB representatives. However, many members were less enthusiastic about the value 
or utility of the forum, and as of early 2006, the forum is struggling, with membership 
and attendance at meetings having fallen, as noted in letter from interviewee 5, dated 
10th February (LSF, 2004), and having fallen further since. Arguably, the LSF has 
'drifted' since the retirement of the former head of sport/recreation services as the key 
policy broker between the two sectors due to ill-health in 2000, indicting the importance 
of individuals in the policy process. A member noted attendance was poor as 'sports 
people don't do meetings' (LSF, 7th July, 2004). A number of reasons for this decline 
appear to exist that highlight significance tensions around policy goals. 
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First, a number of interviews with LSF members revealed that perceptions of the value 
and utility of the LSF depended on whether the sport representative had similar core 
policy concerns as LCC sport priorities. A question of equality of representation exists 
where 'it is felt that the City Council does not recognise members of the Forum as equal 
partners in determining ... policies' (LSF minutes, lih June, 2002). Interviewee 21 
stated that the former Head of Sport and Recreation Services 'felt the need for a 
counter-check' on LCe influence as he 'foresaw problems of representation' in the city, 
but added that LSF has become linked to the priorities of senior officers, in part as 
issues are sometimes not raised, and few objections to LCe policy priorities are made in 
LSF meetings, resulting in informal discussions replacing open forum debate, which in 
turn favours LCC priorities. Interviewee 21 also highlighted the fact that 'Sports 
development is driven by employed people... who create 5 year plans with targets 
... they must steer the plan' and this provides little opportunity for alternative ideas to 
surface or alternative voices to be heard'. Interviewees also made statements such as 
'LCC use it (the forum) as a consultative body to legitimise actions'; LCe are 'very 
good at giving you pat answers'; and 'If you don't have the support of the officer then 
you have nowhere to go'. 
Second, is a question of membership and who is included in the LSF. Interviewee 33 
noted that 'Few members are still actively involved' in sport, and interviewee 24 states 
that the Membership is 'old, set in their ways ... (and) needs younger people (as there 
are) ... no new ideas coming out'. Interviewee 21 adds that LSF has 'an elderly 
influence in terms of views and attitudes ... it is 'out of date in some ways'. Further, the 
breadth of the forum is questioned where as interviewee 33 states, 'There are not many 
schools represented' with voluntary sector bodies 'representing their sporting territory', 
where, as interviewee 28 observed, 'Everybody is unwilling to give up anything they've 
got' and in respect of new initiatives, 'its often the view that it's a good idea but not on 
my patch'. Interviewee 5 observes that 'many are insular in nature'. The related problem 
of is one of policy area fragmentation, with interviewee 28 asserting' Sport cannot work 
in isolation ... 'Sport has to come together under one umbrella ... sport is too fractured'. 
Moreover, and third, a sector divide around core priorities and working practices exists 
between the voluntary and public sectors. Interviewee 6 notes that the 'aims and 
aspirations of sports clubs are not the same as leisure facility providers', citing this as a 
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central tension. Voluntary sector representatives stated that recognition of voluntary 
sector work was not highlighted (interviewee 28); 'there exists 'a lack of understanding 
from Sport England and local authorities of the feelings of the voluntary sector' 
(interviewee 32); with interviewee 10 concluding that LCC are 'not working with the 
voluntary sector' and LCC 'do not communicate effectively with the grass-roots'; 
believing the reasons to be related to differences in local political allegiances, social 
class perceptions and understandings of 'sport for all'. Further, interviewee 37 within 
LCC observes that 'the voluntary sector don't keep abreast of current trends', which in 
itself is a tension between the sectors. 
Interviewee 24 adds that the 'Sports lobby is less effective now than before' in part due 
to the fact, he adds, that there is 'a lot of snobbery at the top of sport ... (they) don't 
want people to rock the boat'. Given the divide, interviewee 24 states that LSF members 
'should be able to make feelings known' (but feel) 'unable to complain' in the presence 
of LCC. Subsequently, in 2005, an Open Forum was created in a separate part of the 
meeting as this 'would allow for open and frank debate on any relevant matter' 
following the departure of Council representatives from meetings. However, at the LSF 
meeting of 27th September 2005 the decision to hold a separate open forum was 
reversed, with Council members re-admitted to the full meeting given concerns about 
information sharing and discussion of efficiency without LCC members being present to 
field questions. 
Fourth is a question of the role and remit of LSF. Interviewee 24 believes that the LSF 
'should be totally independent of the City' council and be NOB and club driven. 
Interviewee 7 states that it needs to be led by the membership not LCC, as with a similar 
body in neighbouring Sefton, identified by interviewees as a strong representative forum 
instrumental in campaigning, networking and acquiring funding. Interviewee 32 views 
the LSF as having a lobbying role, noting that it 'ought to have more clout', and 
interviewee 21 agreed in stating that 'there is a gap which the LSF could fill. It was well 
placed to lobby government officers and indeed more to the point lobby local and 
national politicians and council' (LSF, 28th October, 2004). However, interviewee 28 
identified the difficulties of getting politicians to attend LSF meetings. Interviewee 32 
concluded that leadership was needed to activate people as the forum is 'slumbering'. 
Questions remain over whether it is a 'gentleman's club' or a lobbying body. 
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Interviewee 30 (l8th November, 2005) concludes that the LSF was 'useful in the early 
days' but it is 'not a body of doers' and 'doesn't lend itself to discussion'. In effect it 
has acted as an opportunity for LCC to 'tell clubs what is happening'. On the other 
hand, interviewee 35 (Head of Leisure Services) believes that the LSF is 'worth 
continuing with', but adds that 'if we didn't organize it, it wouldn't happen'. 
Interviewee 4 concludes that sport in Liverpool is 'crying out for an effective voice' but 
adds that where there is no clear blue water between LSF and LCC, this is unlikely to 
emerge. In the meantime, one member stated that LSF is likely to remain a 'talking 
shop'. 
To date, the extent to which LSF has been effective in lobbying for sport interests in the 
city is questionable as was demonstrated with Capital of Culture. It can also be noted 
that LSF meetings have been delayed on a regular basis to fit into the timetabling of 
events outside of the control of LSF (letter to LSF membership, 4th March, 2004), 
indicating weak resistance to exogenous influences. 
Local authority-county sport partnership relations 
In the early 1990s, a network of organisations connected to the development of the 
Merseyside Youth Games emerged into a formal partnership known as the Merseyside 
Sports Partnership (MSP) that was the first regional sport partnership in England, 
comprising of six local authorities including LCC, Sport England, the Youth Sport Trust 
(YST), NGBs of sport and school sport partnerships, amongst others. In 2000, Sport 
England used the MSP 'blueprint' to establish 45 similar County Sports Partnerships 
across the UK. The partnership now acts as an advisor to Sport England in respect of 
sport policy implementation (interviewee 11, 21 st July, 2005) where the focus of the 
partnership is implementing central government policy at the county level. MSP's 
strategy for sports development and 'development through sport' (MSP, 2003) is closely 
aligned to the objectives of Game Plan (DCMS, 2002) described by interviewee 11 as 'a 
radical way of looking at sport', and regional priorities in the North-West, as defined by 
the NWSB, and locally through the emerging Sport and Physical Activity Alliances 
(MSP, 2006). 
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Following a review in late 2004, the focus of MSP has changed from delivery to one of 
brokering between agencies to ensure the social priorities for sport are delivered. MSP 
are therefore responsible for enhancing thematic working and importantly, in terms of 
influence, the MSP has acquired additional powers, including resource allocation, 
monitoring and evaluation and will therefore be able to 'enforce' actions through re-
orienting the organisational component of the policy framework and via the conditional 
use of funding (interviewee 11). In this respect, Interviewee 8 (16th March, 2005) notes 
that 'County Sport Partnerships are now big players', adding that it is now the county 
and regional bodies who wield the power, in line with DCMS policy priorities. 
According to a Sport England representative (interviewee 17) the MSP was set-up to 
mirror the NWSB in its organisation, policy and strategic direction. At the centre of 
these changes has been interviewee 11, a key 'broker', who also brought LCC and the 
Education sector together via the introduction of the Specialist Sport Colleges in the 
mid-1990s. 
Interviewee 7 observed that interviewee 11 and MSP 'became a conduit for Sport 
England policy ... (and) a resource for local authorities to plug into', adding that the 
partnership was useful in respect of drawing down monies. MSP became a partner with 
LCC through the (Sport England) Active Sports programme, although the programme 
itself had minimal impact, admits a senior LCC representative. The Active Sports 
programme emerged in 1997/98, supported by Lottery monies and had a traditional 
sport -specific focus. Interviewee 11 notes that Active Sports tried to involve Education 
and NGBS but the Sports Development Unit in LCC perceived itself as alienated and 
viewed MSP as a 'threat' to existing LCC provision and autonomy. Active Sports 
highlighted the differences between groups and highlighted that LCC was not effective 
at partnership-working. Interviewee 11 believes this is because the local authority has an 
'administrative mindset', overly focused on managing sport-specific events and 'care-
taking' facilities, although adding that the programme itself was 'not flexible enough ... 
leading to divisions between agencies'. As interviewee 8 (16th March, 2005) observed, 
MSP 'suffered from its own innovation' where the embedded policy processes for sport 
did not facilitate change to a 'thematic' approach to sport and its attendant partnership-
working ethos. Interviewee 11 resigned believing 'a new face would help form a 
consensus ... but they (LCC) are still not on board'. The Active Sports programme is 
illustrative of the relationship between LCC and organisations with different priorities. 
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This is not to suggest that Lee acts as a single entity with one agenda, and as noted, a 
number of internal tensions exist within Sport and Recreation Services and more 
broadly within Leisure Services and the Education portfolio. 
Conclusion to the chapter 
In analysing sport policy in Liverpool, it is clear that many factors shape policy, 
including the location of sport interests within Lee; changes in the organisational, 
administrative and funding context; the dynamics of local politics; inter-organisational 
relations; 'watershed events' requiring policy responses; and the role and influence of 
policy brokers. Of particular note have been the changes in resource dependencies, the 
result of which has seen a growth of public sector influence, particularly central 
government and its agencies, and a weakening of voluntary sector influence in shaping 
policy. 
The growth of central government influence challenges Lee core policy priorities for 
sport and autonomy over sport, steering policy away from performance sport and 
towards the social policy agenda for sport, most notably health and education policy 
priorities. However, performance sport priorities are deeply embedded within Lee. In 
terms of responding to central government, interviewee 37 conceived of changing 
central government policy priorities, whether sport for all, welfare related or elite sport, 
as 'a wheel that goes round and around', reflective of, in part, a changing 'national 
mood'. With each policy shift comes a different funding context and new relationships 
between organisations, with 'far more partners than there used to be' in the last decade. 
These changes have an impact on staff numbers responsible for sports development. For 
example, community sports development had a large section when 'sport for all' was a 
policy concern in the 1980s, but this service has now contracted and is linked to a focus 
on school sport. 
The role and influence of individuals cannot be underestimated in policy processes. The 
change towards a partnership approach in grass-roots football was in part due to the 
football development officer (interviewee 16), who has acted as a 'broker' between the 
interests identified. A shift in policy occurred with the appointment of the current FDO 
170 
in 1997, from when the service has been developmental in focus. In boxing too, 
interviewee 12 has brokered in the interests of the sport in, for example, securing media 
support at the elite level; accessing and utilising resources to develop a regional high 
performance centre and an academy base in the city; facilitating an elite events 
programme; and developing Women's boxing and Disability boxing. The key 'broker' 
however was the former Head of Sport and Recreation Services, who effectively steered 
policy for many years in a time of 'greater flexibility'. Interviewees also identified the 
significant local influence in recent years of interviewee 4, particular in brokering 
thematic working practices across competing interests. At both the local and county 
level, many interviewees noted the influence of the former Head of MSP (interviewee 
11) was instrumental in a similar vein. 
On the other hand, the significance of individual agency cannot be over-estimated as 
actions need to be placed in the context of a changing policy environment that has 
gradually become more favourable to pro-action in some areas of the policy sector but 
has constrained action in other areas. The key change to the sport policy area in the last 
decade has arguably been the introduction of the National Lottery that has had a 'big 
impact locally' (interviewee 12). 'Exogenous' events too have acted as catalysts for 
change, most notably the Toxteth riots in 1981, that attracted central government 
funding for both capital and revenue based projects. Crucially, it the relationships 
between agencies, particular those within and between LCC and other bodies, that has 
mediated policymaking and implementation, where changes to these relationships have 
resulted from structural changes driven primarily by central government and its 
intermediaries. However, despite the increasing influence of central government on 
sport policy, LCC Sport and Recreation Services have been able to retain core priorities 
and resist policy change, at least until the last three years. 
In this context, a number of competing sport interests struggle to acquire and sustain 
recognition, resources, autonomy and influence in an ever changing policy environment, 
where those with a degree of historical, cultural and organisational embeddedness, 
supported by active individuals and partnerships, have survived a resource-driven 
context. By contrast, those interests outside of the sphere of influence have either 
perished or continue to thrive at the margins of the sport policy area. 
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As a consequence of these tensions, collective action in the sport policy sector has been 
weak. The Head of the MSP (interviewee 2, 6th December, 2004) notes that 'Sport 
doesn't speak with one voice and doesn't demonstrate its value'. She identifies the need 
for a strategic plan but notes that organisations are 'protective of their own territories 
still'. Interviewee 2 states that 'the Merseyside-wide team pressure organisations to 
work together' but concedes that a higher number of 'skilled brokers' are needed to 
enforce change. The shift towards partnership-working since the late 1990s 'has helped 
sport move leaps and bounds ... however [where] sport touches on other agendas ... it 
has a long way to go to convert others'. These observations are supported by the 
research undertaken in chapters 6, 7 and 8, where sport interests have failed to become 
embedded within adjacent policy areas. 
The former Head of the MSP (interviewee 11) observed 'If the council objectives were 
clear and they ... stuck to them ... people will be happy', but LCC 'has lacked strategic 
leadership' in recent years. Interviewees also identified a lack of coordination, 
communication, evaluation, agreement on priorities (other than elite event promotion), 
funding 'spent in isolation', the mis-use of funding and wastage, 'turf wars' and 
programme 'duplication'. In regard to 'evaluation', interviewee 2 (the current Head of 
the MSP) observed that evidence-based data is being gathered but data that has been 
acquired has not been used effectively to date in lobbying councillors and ministers and 
much of the evidence is anecdotal. In part, as interviewee II noted, this is due to the 
fact that 'mediation skills are lacking' and sport has a 'legacy of poor skills'. 
Interviewee 4 (the SAZ manager) adds that sport bodies have little credibility in other 
sectors particularly in respect of delivering non-sport outcomes and 'sport-specific 
supporters [are] not on-message in respect of [social] policy goals'. Interviewee 2 added 
that 'sport is not equipped to access non-sport funding sources'. In fact, this interviewee 
stated that sport bodies, including sport/recreation services, are 'paying lip-service to get 
funding'. The impression given by many interviewees is that decision-making is not a 
rational process based on clear objectives, but one of 'muddling through', supporting 
incrementalist notions of policy processes. The current Head of the MSP (interviewee 2) 
adds that there has 'never been governance to knit together agendas'. 
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This chapter acts as a points of departure for understanding sport policy, where the 
following three chapters explore these dimensions of the policy process in more detail, 
with a focus on school sport policy, playing fields policy, and sport policy as it relates 
to health policy. 
Chapter 6: School Sport Policy 
Introduction 
The study attempts to understand the relative influence of interests underpinning policy 
change for school sport through tracing the evolution of policy processes at national and 
local levels. Specifically, the study will identify the key interests that seek to shape 
policy, discuss the differing policy priorities, beliefs, values and resources of the 
interests involved; and evaluate the relationships between policy actors. The 
examination of school sport policy situates policy actors within changing organisational 
and funding arrangements, and further, will assess exogenous influences that may shape 
policy. These dimensions of policy processes are evaluated within an understanding of 
the changing national and local, political and economic, policy context. 
The chapter will first review policy change during the Conservative administrations 
1979-97, second, under New Labour 1997-2006, and third, drawing on empirical 
research, in Liverpool during the last three decades but particularly in the last decade. 
The Conservative administrations: 1979-97 
Perhaps the most significant era for change within the education sector was during the 
period 1979-97, when successive Conservative governments introduced a range of 
legislation and policy directives that had a significant impact on school governance, 
management and curriculum content. In essence, the Conservative administration sought 
to place economic market goals at the heart of education policy and undermine the post-
war welfare consensus that had held sway in Britain until the mid-1970s. More 
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specifically, the New Right sought to increase parental choice in the functioning of 
schools and to reduce the influence of teachers and the teaching profession in the 
determination of curriculum content and how it is taught. As well as seeking to reform 
education to better suit the needs of business and to introduce elements of market 
competition, the government was also motivated by a distrust of teachers (and other 
public sector professionals) who they perceived as dominated by leftwing unions and 
'progressive teaching methods' which were viewed as undermining the development of 
'core skills' such as literacy. 
The main vehicle for change was the Education Reform Act (DfEE, 1988) which 
proposed a National Curriculum, established a direct funding relationship between 
schools and central government that gave greater financial autonomy to some schools, 
and changed the schools admissions process. In making these changes, the local 
management of schools weakened the LEA's control over the education budget and 
facilitated central government steering of school policy. Essentially it was a 'bid for 
power' that was intended to weaken the interests of teachers, education advisors and 
local authorities, whilst strengthening central government. The New Right challenge to 
the teaching profession, its organisation and methods, and not least its politics, acted as 
the context to the creation of the National Curriculum for Physical Education (Penney 
and Evans, 1999). Houlihan (1997: 243) in an analysis of the changing policy context 
shaping school sport and PE concluded that, 
'The long-established frame which prioritised matters associated with equity and individual potential was 
eroded and replaced by a frame that stressed standards and the pursuit of excellence and which sought 
policy solutions from the 'logic' of the market'. 
Bound-up with the politics of education are debates around the value, location, role and 
remit of PE and sport in schools, where Houlihan (1992) noted the weak capacity of PE 
advocates within schools to place the subject on the educational policy agenda. This 
may be in part due to the value placed on the PE and sport by senior personnel within 
the education sector. In the 1980s and 1990s, advocates of PE subsequently defended 
PE on the basis of its instrumental value rather than its intrinsic worth, i.e. on its 
contribution to health and fitness or its place in Britain's 'national sporting heritage', a 
trend that continues under New Labour, where PE and sport are also viewed as 
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important in building social inclusion and citizenship. Houlihan (1997: 2), in respect of 
the New Right's intervention in the NCPE, concluded that, 
'the political distinction between sport and PE had the effect of legitimising the marginalisation of PE 
teachers in the Curriculum design process and legitimising a degree of political direction which was 
exceptional in comparison to most other areas of the Curriculum'. 
The politics of the NCPE is well documented (Evans and Penney, 1995, 1998, 2005; 
Penney and Evans, 1999; Talbot, 1998; Houlihan, 1997). Briefly, in respect of PE, the 
government held the view, in conjunction with NOBs of sport (and some PE teachers), 
that there was an educationalist bias towards developing generic movement skills to the 
detriment of sport-specific skills. The transfer of 'sport' to the government department 
responsible for Education, the DES, (now DfES) in 1990 changed the pattern of 
established relationships and the Minister for Sport at the time therefore had 
responsibility for PE within the school curriculum. The Sports Council chairman at the 
time stated, 'This is excellent news which now clearly acknowledges that school sport 
must once again become the heart of sports teaching and education' (cited in Houlihan, 
1992: 72). Also of significance was the move of the civil servants within the Sport and 
Recreation Division (SARD) from the Department of the Environment (DoE) to the 
DES. However, SARD, as part of the DoE, perceived sport as part of a broad leisure 
policy area in which schools were community resources (Houlihan, 1992) and as this 
emphasis on community sports provision did not specifically include a view of school 
sport as a foundation to elite sports development objectives, tensions surfaced around 
the role and remit of PE and school sport, that arguably remain today. 
These organisational changes affecting the location of PE and sport in schools 
strengthened the voice of sport -specific interests, although easier access to the education 
policy community did not guarantee influence over policy. In fact, despite the priority 
given to sport, Houlihan (1992) observes that the implementation of policy remained 
largely within the remit of schools themselves, due mainly to the absence of statutory 
control of policy for PE. This was one reason why it cannot be said that sports interests 
had a sustained influence on school sport policy in the early 1990s despite national 
policy change. In sum, PE and sport remained marginal concerns in most schools at the 
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time in spite of both central government policy changes and pressure from elite sports-
specific interests. For example, with many budget items devolved to schools, including 
the costs associated with sport and PE, such as transport to swimming pools, schools 
had the option to make cutbacks in provision for PE and sport and many did so. 
A central tension throughout the 1980s for school sport remained one of establishing a 
policy consensus between the Sports Council (and its attendant government department) 
and the government department responsible for Education. As Houlihan (1992: 68) 
observes, policy initiatives requiring the cooperation of two or more government 
departments have a history of failure. Various negotiations between the two departments 
have taken place over the last two decades, leading initially to the establishment of the 
School Sport Forum in the mid-1980s to discuss the place of sport in the school 
curriculum. However, government was unwilling to commit resources, in part due to the 
problems of gaining access to policy communities, where the 'department for sport' had 
little credibility and legitimacy acting in the education policy community (Houlihan, 
1997). 
Under pressure from the CCPR, from the late 1980s, the Sports Council gave the issue 
of school sport greater consideration in its strategic planning, changing its prior policy 
position of leaving school sport to LEAs and teachers. Consequently, the policy 
document, 'Into the 90s' (Sports Council, 1988), identified the 13-24 age group as one 
of its 'target groups' for the first time. However, although educationalist interests and 
values were challenged, sports interests did little to dislodge the core policy beliefs of 
educationalists or significantly raise the focus on and resourcing of sport by schools 
themselves. McPherson and Raab (1988) observe that sports interests are not well 
represented within the education policy community, which by contrast with the 
fragmented sports policy 'community' is well organised and has its policy preferences 
and values deeply embedded in Whitehall. Nonetheless, on reflection, the early 1990s 
were an opportunity for sports interests to gain a foothold in schools. 
It was from the mid-1990s however that the rise in the political salience of school sport 
and PE gathered momentum, albeit that the focus was on competitive team games and 
elite sport-specific interests (Evans and Penney, 1995; Penney and Evans, 1999). With 
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the arrival of John Major as Prime Minister, school sport moved up the political agenda, 
opening up a policy window for lobbyists to gain access and influence over policy. This 
was the result of three inter-related developments, namely, the aforementioned transfer 
of responsibility for school sport to the DES; the House Of Commons Select Committee 
inquiry into school sport; and the setting up of the PE National Curriculum Working 
Party (Houlihan, 1992, 1997). Under John Major (1990-97), the Conservative 
government shifted its policy priorities towards traditional Conservatism and, to some 
extent, away from Thatcherism. The statement, Sport: Raising the Game, emphasised a 
need to 'reverse [the] decline and put sport back at the heart of school life' (DNH, 1995: 
7). Major stated that the statement represents 'the most important set of proposals ever 
published for the encouragement and promotion of sport' (DNH, 1995: 1). 
The document signified to restoration of PE and school sport, albeit in terms of elitism, 
heritage and nationalism (Penney and Evans, 1999) and in line with the core beliefs of 
the key policy actors, most notably the Prime Minister himself (Evans and Penney, 
1998). Evans and Penney (1995: 184) state that the government 'intentionally and 
cynically ... intervened in the making of the national curriculum for physical education 
for the purposes of promoting its own "restoration interests" '.A further issue shaping 
school sport in the 1980s and 1990s was the introduction by the Thatcher administration 
of a policy to encourage local authorities to sell school playing fields, which reflected 
the Thatcher administrations' policy preference for private rather than public ownership 
of land. This development led to unease among a number of national bodies including 
the National Playing Fields Association (see chapter 7) 
Houlihan and Green (2006) document the marginal and marginalised status of school 
sport and PE and the general neglect of the sport until the mid to late 1980s; the disunity 
of the teaching profession which impacted on lobbying capacity; the emerging policy 
concerns in the media and among the public around the relative failure of elite athletes; 
and the perceived decline in health of young people; all combining to produce a 'moral 
panic' about the teaching of PE and role and remit of sport in schools. In sum, under the 
Thatcher administrations, key policy change in the education sector impacted 
significantly on school sport and PE, most notably through the passage of the Education 
Reform Act (DfEE, 1988), the introduction and content of the National Curriculum for 
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PE (DES, 1991) and the sale of playing fields. Under Major, further changes specific to 
school sport were made, as indicated above, and were coupled with the review of the 
specific role and remit of the Sports Council, to create both 'a watershed in physical 
education discourse' Kirk (1992: 2) and a policy shift towards elite sport interests in 
schools (Green, 2004a; Green and Houlihan, 2005a) although the impact of such policy 
change 'on the ground' appears to have been minimal, given the capacity of educational 
interests to resist change. 
New Labour: 1997-2006 
Education, at least at the time of New Labour's election in 1997, and for the first few 
years in office, was the central component of New Labour's political and policy agenda 
and had been seen as fundamental to achieving social inclusion. With the increasing 
focus on resourcing and re-organising the education sector (building on the Education 
Act 1996: DFEE, 1996a), the significance of school sport and PE has again changed to 
take account of wider concerns in the neighbouring policy area of health, for example, 
and those networks concerned with social and economic regeneration, in addition to the 
aforementioned increasing focus on elite sport policy objectives. Thus school sport is an 
increasingly crowded policy space (Houlihan, 2000a). In this space, Houlihan and 
Green (2006) note the recurring value dissonance between PE and sport in schools and 
the absence of an institutional focus, or embedded organisational and policy processes, 
within central government, that could prioritise PE interests in particular. 
The period 1997-2000, in respect of school sport, can be described as 'a period of 
muddle and retreat' (Houlihan, 2002: 198), despite the aspiration within Labour's 
Sporting Nation (Labour Party, 1996), albeit largely endorsing and reinforcing the 
priorities identified in Sport: Raising the Game (DNH, 1995). It was not until 2000, 
with the launch of the policy statement A Sporting Future for All (DCMS, 2000) that the 
role of school sport emerged with a degree of clarity. Within this statement Specialist 
Sport Colleges (SSCs), introduced under John Major, were retained and expanded 
although with a greater emphasis on social inclusion (DCMS, 2002; CoIIins and Kay, 
2003) following the PATIO report on Sport and Social Inclusion (DCMS, 1999). The 
aim of SSCs was to encourage all secondary schools to develop a distinctive subject 
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specialism, one of which is 'sport', although a broad curriculum is maintained in 
schools (for an analysis of specialist sport colleges see Penney, Houlihan and Eley, 
2002). 
Other initiatives followed that impacted on school sport including the establishment of 
School Sport Partnerships (SS Ps) with Partnership Development Managers (PDMs) at 
the hub, the appointment of School Sports Co-ordinators (SCCos) (Sport England, 
2002b) to work across schools, and the PE, School Sport and Club Links Strategy 
(PESSCL) launched through the policy document Learning through PE and Sport 
(DfES, 2003, 2004). Partnership-working has therefore become a key theme and action 
at national level, but also at local level where given the ideological context of 'social 
inclusion' through education, a closer working relationship 'on the ground' has emerged 
between education and community interests where 'regeneration' is the common theme 
and thread. These actions are underpinned by additional resources from the Exchequer 
and the National Lottery, particularly via the New Opportunities Fund (NOF, now 
known as the Big Lottery Fund). Thus, in the last decade in particular, changes to the 
organisational and funding contexts have been the key policy instruments in steering 
school sport and PE towards key government goals within the social inclusion agenda 
on the one hand, and in meeting elite sport interests on the other, for example in 
establishing PESSCL. Arguably, it is elite sport interests that have gained ground in 
schools both within the national curriculum and via extra-curricular sport-centred 
activities. However, not all schools support sport-specific priorities (see section to 
follow on school sport in Liverpool). 
A significant organisational change under New Labour was the emergence of cross-
departmental working within central government, notably between the DCMS and DfES 
and partnerships with extemal bodies such as the Youth Sport Trust, via the School 
Sport Alliance which signalled a closer working relationship between government 
departments and related external organisations than in prior years (Flintoff, 2003). 
Whether the new School Sport Alliance will have more success in influencing policy 
'on the ground' than prior attempts at finding policy consensus remains to be seen, but 
what is clear is that central government has shifted from an arms-length approach to 
implementing policy to one more pro-active in facilitating policy change. In this regard, 
Green and Houlihan (2005b) argue that Sue Campbell, former director of the influential 
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Youth Sport Trust (YST), has acted as the key policy broker in the space between DfES 
and DCMS interests. Houlihan and Green (2006: 22) argue that the YST has become the 
'pre-eminent institutional force in the sector behind the recent emphasis on school sport 
and PE'. This is supported by the empirical research where a local authority PE and 
School Sport Manager (and former OFSTED inspector, lecturer and teacher; 
interviewee 8, 16th March, 2005) noted that, 
'Sue Campbell acts as a 'go-between' for DIES and DCMS ... (she) acquired influence via contacts within 
government and seizing an opportunity to advocate the YST as the delivery agency ... where BAALPE, 
representing advisors, and PEAUK, representing teachers, had failed, due to tensions between them', 
adding 'there has never been one voice for PE'. 
Houlihan and Green (2006) further note that ineffective interest group activity, most 
notably from BAALPE and PEAUK, but also from Sport England facilitated the 
emerging influence of the YST, led by Campbell, who acquired recognition of school 
sport and PE within government in terms of their importance in contributing to social 
policy objectives and meeting DfES priorities for whole school improvement and 
improved academic attainment. Moreover, Green and Houlihan (ibid) observe that the 
government agenda, driven through the YST, the 'insider' interest group, was supported 
by an expanding network of advocates, including the SSC network, OFSTED and the 
PESSCL board, and this met with very little opposition. 
In sum, New Labour have utilised sport and PE in schools instrumentally to meet a 
diverse set of objectives through the use of policy instruments such as re-organising the 
structures, systems and processes that impact on relationships and patterns of interests, 
into partnerships aligned to key government policy priorities and supported by the use 
of conditional funding mechanisms, access to which requires compliance with the core 
agenda. At the local level, as a consequence of national policy, there exists a multitude 
of policy implementation challenges for schools, local authorities, sports bodies and 
partners in Health and the 'regeneration sector' generally. 
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Analysis: the national context 
In light of these recent changes, the school sport policy area can be viewed as a complex 
and crowded policy space where a number of competing interests can be identified. 
Houlihan (1992) identified three clusters of interests in the school sport policy area that 
remain today, albeit that structures and organisations have altered, indicating the 
strength of core beliefs held by the various interests. The first 'cluster' of interests 
represents those concerned with school sport through teaching, having connections with 
the broader education policy community inclusive of the government department for 
Education. The second cluster of interests represent those concerned with the 
organisation and administration of sport, particularly elite sport, and the third cluster is 
identified as 'much looser' set of interests and includes bodies concerned with sport 
policy but only indirectly with school sport, and those focused on youth work and play, 
but not specifically sport. More recently, Houlihan (1997) identified three overlapping 
themes that provide the context to the shaping of school sport policy. First, the politics 
of education, bound up with questions of teacher status, authority and autonomy, 
second, the administrative context being significant as several government departments 
have a stake in how school sport is delivered and third, the place of sport and PE within 
the school curriculum, that has proved to be an enduring debate within the education 
policy sector. 
From a neo-pluralist perspective the making of school sport policy is therefore the 
outcome of a process of negotiation between these 'clusters' of interests, given the 
context of the wider debates identified within Education, although the negotiation does 
not take place on a 'level playing field'. These clusters of interests are bound by both a 
value consensus (policy core beliefs) and pragmatic concerns such as resource 
dependencies and organisational 'survival'. In terms of beliefs, Bergmann-Drewe 
(1998) identifies debates around the role of competitive sport in PE. Kirk (1992) 
observes the redefinition of sport in schools from 'sport as skill' to 'sport as knowledge' 
in the pursuit of academic respectability as a subject of value. Penney and Evans (1999) 
focus their analysis on the contemporary struggles between central government and 
educationalists in defining PE in schools, exploring how political interests define what 
is included as 'worthwhile knowledge' in PE. Further, Kay (1998) argues that the 
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distinctive purposes and practices of PE have been marginalised by political interests 
concerned with competitive, elite sport in recent years. Houlihan (1997: 267) concluded 
that although school sport not only survived the uncertainty of educational reform, but 
enhanced its position, this cannot be claimed as evidence of effective lobbying on the 
part of sports bodies, as much as support from government for sport in schools, at least 
in respect of the protection and promotion of elite sport objectives. 'In large part the 
ability of successive governments to treat sport and physical education in an 
instrumental fashion and to promote and pursue arguably idiosyncratic policies reflects 
the weakness of the sport-related interest groups and their ability to establish an 
institutionalised presence in the policy process' (Houlihan, 2002: 206). 
School sport policy in England, however, cannot be fully understood without taking 
account of non-domestic policy influences. For example, Deacon et al (1997) identify 
the significant influence of neo-liberalism in economic policy that impacted on the 
parameters of the debate around education in England, particularly from the period of 
the Thatcher administrations. 'The concern with international economic 
competitiveness, the critique of public sector professions such as teachers, and the 
concern with the achievement of international sporting success were all ideas that 
informed neo-liberal policy' (Houlihan, 2002: 202). Thus domestic issues such as 
formulation of the NCPE and school sport policy are informed and mediated by 
international policy debates, in this case in respect of the relationship between economic 
and education policy. 
The third section of this chapter will describe and analyse school sport in Liverpool, 
focusing primarily on the period 1995-2005, although setting change in the last decade 
within a time span of thirty-five years since LCC Leisure Services first intervened in 
school sport. The author will draw on the recent work of Houlihan and Green (2006) 
who analyse school sport and PE policy change through the lens of four variables, 
namely change in beliefs, values and ideas; organisational and resource arrangements 
and dependencies; interests group activity; and via influential individuals, but also 
noting the role of serendipity and networking in policy change. 
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School sport policy in Liverpool 
The Senior Effectiveness Officer for Education within LCC (interviewee 25, 9th 
September, 2005) notes that the profile of education across Liverpool, where 'pockets of 
excellence and big areas of deprivation' exist. The key challenge he cites as 'creating a 
sustainable infrastructure based on partnerships' within LCC (Education, Leisure, 
Health), and between LCC and the voluntary sector (Liverpool School Sports Forum, 
NGBs of sport, clubs) and other bodies named as central state agencies, county 
partnerships and health sector organisations such as Liverpool First for Health and the 
city's Primary Care Trust. More specifically, following national policy targets, the 
objective in Liverpool is to have 75% of children doing two hours PE per week in all 
Liverpool schools by 2006, with an audit being undertaken in this respect at the time of 
writing. This is in line with the national Physical Education, School Sport and Club 
Links Strategy (DfES, 2003, 2004). 
The evolution oflocal school sport policy 
A brief historical account was provided by a (recently retired) Head Teacher of a 
secondary school for twenty-five years, that now has SSC status (interviewee 33, 6th 
January, 2006), who noted that it was industrial action by teachers in the mid-1980s that 
had a fundamental impact on secondary school sport in Liverpool, citing the 
introduction of the teacher contract as an example and one which had the consequence 
that teachers were no longer willing to undertake extra-curricular sports activities 
without compensation in terms of time and money. Previously schools encouraged 
sports activities, sport was valued, and there existed 'an expectation of teachers that they 
should contribute'. Interviewee 33 added that parental involvement in extra-curricular 
sport decreased at this time and to an extent the goodwill and trust between schools and 
parents was affected. Interviewee 34 (11th January, 2006), an advisor to government on 
school sport at primary level and a leading figure for voluntary sector school sport in the 
city, observed that the 1970s was characterised by non-specialist teacher support for 
sport, but confirmed that teacher commitment declined in the 1980s, with primary 
schools today dependent on volunteering and goodwill. 
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Liverpool, up until the mid-1980s had a tradition of inter-school sport where teaching 
unions supported sport, but with a demise in the influence of the Trade Unions in the 
1990s came a decline in financial commitment to school sport. Interviewee 33 also 
noted the impact of the Militant control of LCC in the mid-1980s that created a major 
tension between central and local government (see chapter 5) and this was also the 
period when large comprehensive schools replaced many smaller schools across the 
city, impacting on sports such as swimming, where over fifty school pools were 
disposed of. In respect of the relationship between LCC, state schools and the voluntary 
sector for sport, interviewee 34 noted that in the 1970s a School Sport Liaison 
Committee existed that included LCC Leisure, Education and school sport 
representation, adding that 'there was always a cooperative spirit... (and) a common 
agenda' where these bodies had a similar remit within the welfare state. Again, it was 
from the mid-1980s that this relationship began to fracture. One tension, as interviewee 
33 noted, was the decline of competitive sport in schools, although he added that 'the 
philosophical arguments have come full circle' given an increasing emphasis on school 
sport in recent years. The decline of competitive sport in schools had a significant 
impact on some sports, such as cricket (interviewee 5, the former Head of 
sport/recreation services stated that the 'local authority destroyed cricket in schools') 
and athletics locally, but now 'competition is fashionable again', although the concept 
of 'excellence' remains disputed, added the former school head. The decline in 
competitive school sport has had an enduring effect where, as of 2005, only two 
secondary schools take part in school-club competition, as noted by interviewee 34, 
where resistance from schools led to the folding of inter school-club competition. 
In the 1990s, interviewee 34 noted that the Liverpool School Sport Federation 
(representing schools and NOBs of sport) became an independent body 'at the 
suggestion of Leisure Services' who sought to devolve responsibilities and costs of 
school sport. However, by the 1990s, LSSF was 'struggling' to survive and a 'push for a 
sport-specific focus' emerged that to an extent has divided the voluntary sector where 
some sports are closely aligned to LCC priorities and receive financial support and 
others do not. Further, the introduction of the NCPE impacted on teacher workloads and 
subsequently on regular meetings between schools and the voluntary sector. In the last 
few years the school-voluntary sector relationship has been 'revamped under the SSC 
framework' (interviewee 34) with voluntary sector school sport 'running alongside' the 
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National Curriculum provision, although as stated, not in tandem. Leisure services and 
some schools have re-established a 'very positive relationship' states interviewee 34 
although recognising that this in practice involves 'a constant dialogue about how 
school sport can merge into Leisure Service programmes'. 
The local history of extra-curricular sport in Liverpool was highlighted in the research 
by interviewees as an important component of the policy context. Interviewee 34 
explained that extra-curricular sport activities have a long history in Liverpool primary 
schools, unlike most of England, and further, it is currently thriving, and thus the 
primary level has been insulated to some degree from the policy changes impacting on 
secondary education in the last two decades. This difference is based on the career 
histories and personal interests of teachers at primary level linked to a semi-autonomous 
primary school sport network embedded into an organisations such as the Liverpool and 
District Catholic Schools Association, the Liverpool School Sports Federation (LSSF) 
and the Liverpool Schools FA, that have a strong local history. Importantly, affiliation 
fees facilitate a degree of autonomy from local and central government, although LCC 
does provide minimal grant aid, e.g. to the LSSF. Consequently, there has always been 
an effective resistance to policy changes even in the anti-competitive sport trend in 
schools most prevalent in the 1980s. Interviewee 34 adds that the extra-curricular 
activity base in Liverpool now fits the current government agenda on extending physical 
activity, where despite a thriving primary level sporting culture, in Liverpool an 
'underclass' nonetheless exists of physically inactive children, particularly in secondary 
education. 
Grounded in this local history are a series of current issues in school sport that were 
outlined by a number of interviewees in this study. Interviewee 4 (20th December, 
2004), a former Regional Policy Officer for Sport England, and interviewee 9 (11 th July, 
2005), a senior officer within LCC Leisure Services, both noted the recent increasing 
focus on school sport in Liverpool being a consequence of National Lottery funding, 
largely via the New Opportunities Interviewee 8 (16th March, 2005), a former OFSTED 
inspector, noted the significant additional national funding to school sport as 
approximately £1.5bn between 2005 and 2010, although school sport and PE funding is 
essentially for developing 'physical activity' rather than sport specifically. Interviewee 8 
added that 'national targets [are] underlying what we do' locally. This is borne out in 
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the establishment of four specialist sport colleges (Cardinal Heenan, Archbishop Beck, 
Childwall Comprehensive and Parklands School) to act as hubs for families of schools 
in the four 'quarters' of Liverpool, in line with goals set in A Sporting Future for All 
(DCMS, 2000). These schools provide a degree of organisational coherence, with the 
attendant founding of School Sport Partnerships with PDMs and SSCos put in place to 
coordinate initiatives. Further, interviewees cited the introduction of the PESSCL 
strategy to link schools with sports clubs and the Space for Sport and the Arts scheme as 
important, government-led, developments impacting on the local level. Also of note, 
however, was the activities of the YST, through its TOPS programme, that has 
attempted to reinvigorate school sport locally, with mixed results according to 
interviewee 10, former chair of the Liverpool Teachers Association (for sports) and 
member of the LSSF. 
As a consequence of these changes over the last decade, more Head Teachers have 
placed a higher value on sport and PE defined in terms of 'physical activity', from a 
prior position of support based on personal interest, with physical activity 'now on a par 
with literacy and numeracy' according to interviewee 38, a PDM (l7'b February, 2006). 
Interviewee 38 added that change was specifically the result of the introduction of the 
specialist sport college framework locally and the increasing impact of the health 
agenda in schools (see chapter 8), coupled with increasing national press coverage on 
the health of young people and the emergence of a 'target-setting culture', e.g. through 
the PESSCL strategy 'data on schools is now more visible [and] schools must be more 
accountable to external bodies and parents'. Interviewee 38 adds that a combination of 
these factors has also resulted in a situation where 'ownership has increased ... (and) 
local schools now feel more a part of it'. Specifically, within schools, physical activity 
(including sport) is now part of the citizenship curriculum. Interviewee 33 stated that 
under the current government, it is 'legitimate to spend money on sport' 
In respect of the city's specialist sport colleges, interviewee 33 predicted that SSCs will 
have a 'greater impact as time goes on'. However, the four SSCs have been in place for 
differing lengths of time with Cardinal Heenan School the longest established, since 
2001; Archbishop Beck School since 2003; Childwall School became a SSC in 2004 
and Parklands School from 2006. Each school has a different history and educational 
focus and importantly each is embedded to a greater or lesser extent in quite different 
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relationships with LCC, sports organisations and regeneration agencies. A simple 
diagram (figure 6) follows of the organisational infrastructure for school sport in 
Liverpool. 
Figure 7: The organisation of school sport in Liverpool 
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As of September, 2006, the four SSCs will be a key component of four area-based Sport 
and Physical Activity Alliances that incorporate key agencies from the 'Regeneration 
sector' including Health and Youth Justice organisations as well as school sport. 
Interviewee 8 notes that the aim is to 'bring together key agencies currently divided into 
coalitions representing sport-specific and educational interests'. Links between school 
sport and regeneration in Liverpool are not new however, as a Director of Community 
Sport at a SSC (interviewee 30, 18th November, 2005) documented, citing how Cardinal 
Heenan School has been at the forefront of alliance building around education and 
community sport since 2001. This type of relationship emerged in part from ideas 
embedded in the work of Merseyside Sport Partnership that culminated in the 
Merseyside Sports Partnership strategy 2003-08 (MSP, 2003), from where, as of 2004, 
an area-based 'Sports Alliance' was founded around the specialist sport college. 
Interviewee 30 noted the 'desire of regeneration agencies to work with sport' at this 
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time, mirrored changes at the national level, adding 'the best place for sport to be is at 
the table with regeneration agencies', and although 'other agencies have undervalued 
sport', for example Health bodies, although this has 'changed in recent years'. 
Interviewee 30 further states that the 'sport and health' theme is developing and 'it has 
been agreed by regeneration'. 
In practice, Cardinal Heenan SSC and others have actively promoted the benefits of 
sport to regeneration agencies where the influence of key policy brokers such as 
interviewee 4 (20th December, 2005), who works closely with school sport, and 
interviewee I I (21 SI July, 2005), the former Head of the Merseyside Sport Partnership, 
can be identified in these developments. For example, interviewee 30 worked closely 
with interviewee lIon the Merseyside Youth Games in the 1990s and states that the 
Cardinal Heenan SSC has based its 'development model' on the SAZ model, created by 
interviewee 4. Interviewee 30 summarised the catalyst for the emergence of this alliance 
as relating to the influence of interviewee 11 in the development of the MSP strategy, 
where key players were the Eastern Link Regeneration Board that supported school 
sport and PE, and sport personnel expertise and interests at the time. 
Interviewee 30 further notes that the alliance based around Cardinal Heenan SSC has 
been 'dynamic' and 'the rest of the city has been left behind'. Therefore, this SSC is 
now in a position to influence the direction of the Archbishop Beck sse, according to 
interviewee 30, and in due course Parklands SSC, adding that ChiIdwall SSC is 'already 
on message' via their PDM, who has a strong professional association with interviewee 
4. Interviewee 38, the PDM based at ChiIdwall SSC confirmed that an alliance exists 
where central government priorities are delivered locally through the SSP, SAZ, health 
sector bodies, regeneration agencies such as Neighbourhood Renewal Managers, and 
Learning Network Managers inclusive of Higher Education. The Director of 
Community Sport at Cardinal Heenan SSC stated that 'Sport England were keen to 
know why our model hadn't been reproduced across Liverpool' and to explain the 
reasons, the relationship between this alliance and LCe Sport and Recreation Services 
(within Leisure Services) needs to be understood. This theme is explored in the 
following section. 
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Analysis: the local context 
The research reveals that the coalition that has developed has done so in opposition to 
the priorities of LCC Sport and Recreation Services. Interviewee 30 notes that the ideas 
of Cardinal Heenan SSC were 'sold' to LCC, but LCC have been resistant to change, 
adding that LCC perceived the new alliance based around Cardinal Heenan School to be 
a threat rather than an opportunity. A number of interviewees noted that the LCC 
emphasise elite and performance-related sport ('talented athletes', 'event organisation', 
'city representation') and 'that was the tension ... we were talking about sport and the 
wider agenda' states interviewee 30. Cardinal Heenan SSC and its partners have 
therefore been 'seen by LCC as a breakaway organisation'. LCC Leisure Services has 
its own strategy for delivery independent of this coalition and as a result Cardinal 
Heenan has 'drifted away from LCC' added interviewee 30. Arguably an advocacy 
coalition has emerged consisting of a network of like-minded pro-active individuals 
who work together effectively and have overlapping personal and professional interests. 
It is also evident that the network share common ideas, beliefs and values in respect of 
the value of sport and rationales for its uses. The network may also act as an epistemic 
community (Haas, 1992) sharing a common policy enterprise and a shared set of 
normative, principled and causal beliefs. 
Interviewee 38 notes that LCC (Sport) is not part of the alliance based around Childwall 
SSC as central government cite local authority delivery problems in the past, indicating 
a lack of trust in the relationship. In respect of the sports development unit, interviewee 
38, a PDM, states that 'the ability of the core team to deliver has been a problem'. 
Moreover, the PDM defines LCC as 'traditional' compared to other local authorities 
where there is a greater focus on sport-specific priorities, adding that there has been 
very little community sport development implemented by LCC, for example, club 
development and volunteer development. Nonetheless, interviewee 38 did note that 
there has been support for the current framework for school sport from gymnastics and 
football development officers within LCC, but less so boxing, tennis, athletics, and 
swimming. 
189 
At the same time, organisations such as Sport England, the YST and one local 
University, are part of the wider network supporting Cardinal Heenan SSC, given the 
comments of interviewee 30, who states, 'Cardinal Heenan's ... work (is) supported by 
Sue Campbell and Roger Draper and other local authorities, but not Liverpool City 
Council'. Nonetheless, the two organisations must work together in some respects due 
to the fact that LCC manage a sport facility on the Cardinal Heenan school site. Further, 
weak links appear to exist with the Culture and Leisure portfolio within LCC at both 
member and officer levels, not only within the department responsible for sport. 
Interviewee 30 states, 'There is no direct link with (name removed: Executive Officer 
for the Leisure and Culture Portfolio and interviewee 24, 9th September, 2005) ... it 
would be difficult for councillors to take credit for the actions of the Cardinal Heenan'. 
Although an advocacy coalition exists centred on education and regeneration in at least 
one area of the city, this cannot be said to be the case elsewhere in Liverpool. 
Interviewee 9 noted that SSCs are 'ploughing their own furrow' with Archbishop Beck 
SSC having a 'tennis agenda' based on the interests of its Head (now retired as of late 
2005; interviewee 33). A lack of integration of the new school sport organisational 
structures (SSCos, PDMs) with the voluntary sector sport sector, for example with the 
School Sport Federation, is demonstrated in the minutes of the Liverpool Sports Forum 
(LSF) of 23'd November, 2004, where 'turf wars', 'community use of school sites', and 
a 'lack of action' were cited as issues. Again, it is the local authority that is central to 
policy concerns raised by interviewees. For example, at the LSF meeting of 28th 
October, 2004, interviewee 33 stated that he 'would like to see more sharing and 
integration ofresources between local authorities and schools' but this has not emerged 
due to the differing priorities as identified. 
Within LCC, interviewee 25 states that Education are 'helping everyone to see the 
significance of partnerships' and the benefits of an area-based approach, but recognises 
the internal tensions with Leisure Services. Interviewee 25 identifies the increasing 
focus on education rather than leisure within LCC in delivering the central government 
sport and PE agenda has 'caused a little bit of tension' and with Leisure Service budgets 
'slashed' , this 'created unhappiness', adding that 'Funding always has an influence on 
relationships'. Interviewee 25 also recognised that Leisure Services retains a focus on 
specific sports whereas Education 'has a grass-roots and participation' focus, adding 
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that 'The crucial thing is having a wide base ... and a performance pathway'. However, 
achieving conterminous objectives is proving problematic. 
Interviewee 25 notes that Education within LCC is currently encouraging PE teachers to 
modify the curriculum working thematically so as to reach two hours per week target, 
but adds that 'Some schools are taking part ... other schools not' also identifying the 
commitment of Head Teachers and staff as critical. Further, interviewee 34 states that 
sport will feature more strongly within schools that have a supportive Head Teacher, 
adding that for extra-curricular sport, 'There is a big push to get younger teachers to 
take on the baton'. However, interviewee 33 notes that the Excellence in Cities funding 
has recently ended in the city and that this had paid teachers to 'volunteer' for extra-
curricular sport, including the running of Summer Camps, that many schools now no 
longer organise. Interviewee 25, in sum, noted that 'the extra-curricular picture is 
varied' ... (it is a) 'mixed economy of voluntary and paid work' exists, creating tensions. 
The value placed on sport by Heads needs therefore to be placed in a changing 
organisational and funding context. 
Interviewees agreed that it is the value placed on sport by key individuals that has to 
some extent shaped school sport policy. Interviewee 8 (l6th March, 2005), a PE and 
School Sport Partnership Manager, states simply that 'If Head Teachers believe in 
school sport, they'll invest in it'. More specifically, interviewee 33 believes the sports 
interests of male Head Teachers in particular, who perhaps have a personal history of 
active sports participation, to be a key factor in 'getting sport onto the agenda'. In sum, 
interviewee 38, a PDM, states that 'we are meeting the agendas of Heads ... (and) 
getting support from them ... we've gone with what schools want'. Further, there has 
been little resistance from local Head Teachers to this re-organisation. 
A further relationship that is shaping school sport policy is between Primary and 
Secondary Education in Liverpool. Interviewee 33 states that 'Engaging primary 
schools is the key' citing difficulties in integration between primary and secondary 
school sport, with the relationship described as 'embryonic'. Interviewee 34 notes the 
tensions between the primary and secondary foci on sport, where it is the case that 
'secondary schools are not wholly supporting extra-curricular primary activities ... 
within the SSCo programme framework'. Secondary schools assume a lack of expertise 
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at primary level, states interviewee 34, and a further tension is found in primary support 
of extra-curricular sport being voluntary, whereas secondary support is paid 
employment, as stated. Moreover, interviewee 34 cites a lack of commitment to sport at 
secondary level by comparison with primary (generally), with few secondary schools 
completing two hours PE per week, adding that this is in part 'due to the impact of 
SATS' and in part due to a different value placed on sport at the two levels of state 
education. 
Underpinning these relationships is the funding context that policy actors seek to 
influence. A key component of the funding context is the changing relationship between 
LCC Leisure Services and schools. In the 1980s, the costs associated with schools using 
LCC facilities rose with the introduction of CCT, and 'relationships with the education 
sector were broken' states interviewee 9 where previously schools used the dry centres 
at no cost, but under CCT the costs of subsidy could no longer be met by LCe. 
Interviewee 9 adds that the costs of transporting children to LCC facilities has been an 
issue for schools too. However, interviewee 34 states that this was not a problem at 
Primary level. 
In regard to funding, interviewee 30 observes that 'People are still chasing the same 
money' rather than working cooperatively. Interviewee 30 notes that SSC policy actions 
relate to funding mechanisms and timescales that require a high level of pro-activity, 
'whereas the local authority moves slowly ... as (to LCC) it doesn't really matter'. This 
may be related to interviewee 33's comments that LCC Leisure Services is 'constrained 
by restrictive practices' and therefore focuses in 'protecting jobs ahead of improving 
services' as this might lead to job cuts. Cardinal Heenan itself has drawn down funding 
from the Neighbourhood Renewal Fund, Housing Associations, and City Safe amongst 
others, to support mainstream funding from the DfES. Importantly, this allows a 
significant degree of autonomy from Leisure Services. Also of note is that 'new 
government strategy promotes three year budgets to facilitate planning' for sport and 
PE, notes interviewee 30, furthering the autonomy of the schools from pressure from 
Leisure Services, and moreover, SSPs have now been mainstreamed by DfES allowing 
schools to plan for the longer term and be less susceptible to external influence from 
Local Authorities. Interviewee 33 notes that NOF (now known as the Big Lottery Fund) 
allocations had been 're-directed' away from one SSC initially, by LCC, but following a 
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personal intervention at central government level, these funds were re-claimed for the 
school, again indicating significant tensions over resource allocations and priorities 
locally. Crucially, as interviewee 38 observes, the funding arrangements within the 
school sport organisational restructuring under New Labour in effect bypass LCC 
(Sport), stating that 'the government are giving money directly and cutting out local 
government. .. [where there exists) too much red tape'. 
Figure 7 does not highlight the complexities of the local control of funding, where a 
struggle between schools, the LEA and central government is at the core of tensions 
around school sport. Interviewee 30 stated that 'Leisure Services always go over 
budget... (whereas) schools must match funding'. It was added that the budgetary 
context impacts on trust between schools and LCC and raises questions of 
accountability and confidence in the competence in financial management of LCC. 
Interviewees, most notably interviewee 4 (the SAZ manager) highlighted how the LEA 
controlled funding allocations from the NOF. Of note was the skewed bidding process 
for NOF monies where the steering committee made up of schools and the LEA had the 
capacity to steer funding towards local vested interests, giving priority to specific 
schools (usually schools in wealthier areas of the city). Those schools that had a history 
of valuing and supporting sport and PE, where the Head Teacher was critical, were the 
key beneficiaries of funding allocations. However, the status of the school and its 
attendant degree of autonomy from central government funding was also a factor critical 
to decision-making processes and policy outcomes. One interviewee identified an 'old 
boy's network' that steered decision-making towards the status quo. A school in a 
poorer area of the city, Shorefields Comprehensive, was nonetheless, eventually, 
successful in a major lottery based funding bid, despite embedded interests, as a result 
of the skilled brokering of a member of the SAZ, in introducing local councillors into 
the policy process and co-opting LCC officer support, over time, coupled with the 
collapse of a rival bid that provided a window of opportunity for the broker to act. 
Although interviewee 25 and interviewee 33 note the significance of the additional 
resources for school sport in recent years, citing schemes that have improved the local 
facilities infrastructure, such as Sporting Playgrounds (18 sites at £20k each), Space for 
Sport and the Arts (Sf SA) (£3m), and NOF PE and Sport (£9.2m), it should also be 
noted that claw-back by central government has occurred in some cases, for example 
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with Sporting Playgrounds and Sf SA, where delays have occurred due to the problems 
of finding the match-funding, contractor availability and 'inflated tenders' due to 
Capital of Culture (for an overview of the funding context for sport in Liverpool, see 
Chapter 5). Again significant tensions appear to exist between central and local 
government levels where funding priorities and processes for sport and education are 
concerned. Interviewee 38, a PDM, noted that 'there is a lot of pressure to deliver a raft 
of agendas on School Sport Partnerships' where central government apply a 'top-down' 
approach to policymaking and implementation. Moreover, interviewee 33 observes that 
tensions have increased in the last decade where school sport has received increased 
central government support. These tensions are most evident within the LCC, between 
Leisure Services and Education, and between LCC Leisure Services and schools. 
Interviewee 33 states that 'There is still a tension between Leisure Services and 
Education'. In brokering these tensions, interviewee 34 considers interviewee 25 as 
'visionary and practical enough to gel any tensions between Leisure Services, schools 
and the voluntary sector'. However, interviewee 33 anticipates 'a clash of priorities and 
cultures' as changes in school sport and Leisure Services unfold. Already, the flagship 
project for Leisure Services, Sportslinx that has its roots in schools but is funded 
through Leisure Services (although not main streamed) creates the 'potential for overlap 
with partnerships' notes interviewee 25. According to a PDM (interviewee 38), 
Sportslinx 'needs to evolve' where although LCC have broadened the programme 'it is 
not grass-roots development as claimed' by LCC. In fact, interviewee 38 states that 
Sportslinx is used as a brand, and it 'gets the profile' LCC seek for the council. Further, 
'schools are not wholly on board'. 'A lot of it is very presentational. .. (appearing in) the 
Echo (local newspaper) headline is seen as their success rate'. There is 'no follow-up' 
on delivering events ... no filtering down to schools' added the PDM. 
Moreover, a significant degree of duplication exists, with interviewee 15 (the LCC 
youth and school sport development officer) referring to a number of city-wide sport-
specific development groups that link LCC with clubs and schools (pump-primed by 
Active Sports monies, and latterly by PESSCL monies). However, the primary focus is 
on talent identification and development in schools that is at odds with the educational 
and widening participation agendas of many schools. A model is in development that 
links with SSCS, PDMs and SSCos network (133 primary and 33 secondary schools in 
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Liverpool) and the Merseyside Youth Games. However, given the tensions between key 
organisations, it is difficult to see how this level of cooperation and coordination can be 
achieved. 
The theme of coordination and cooperation across school sport is a recurring one. 
Interviewee 25 notes that 'Coordination across agendas is needed' with strategies 
needing to be 'merged' with interviewee 8 adding that there exists a lack of 
understanding of who does what; there are too many groups; organisations don't always 
have a regional body; formal relations are lacking between some organisations; and no 
single organisation possesses an overview of the existing structures. Interviewee 25 
accepts that 'Thematic working in schools ... has a long way to go'. Moreover, 
competing interests 'compromise high quality PE and sport' states interviewee 8, citing 
four such interests, namely sport-specific interests, educational interests (the 'PE 
lobby'), health education and promotion linked to sport, and sports development. 
A theme of organisations resisting change is evident in the empirical work, where as 
interviewee 8 states, 'the rules allow you to do things differently', adding that the NCPE 
is 'a set of guidelines' and 'schools adopt guidance because others do'. The statutory 
status of sport in both schools and local authorities was commented on by many 
interviewees with non-statutory status a basis on which decisions are made about 
coordination, cooperation and capacity-building. Relating to this context is the local 
culture of sports organisations and local government that seek to resist changes made 
centrally, in which respect interviewee 34 observes that in Liverpool 'there has always 
been resistance to fads and fashions', citing the anti-competitive era in school sport in 
the 1980s as one such 'fad'. 
Interviewee 33 adds that exacerbating tensions between schools and LCC is the fact that 
one SSC, Archbishop Beck School, has built its own indoor tennis centre and that has 
led to disputes of priorities, management and usage where LCC runs its own tennis 
centre within the Wavertree sports complex in Picton. Tensions increased as the school 
developed a higher standard of coaching, access, service and subsidy for the 
community. Moreover, Leisure Services has shifted its focus from performance to 
participation in the last two years, since the departure of the former Tennis 
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Development Officer (interviewee 6, 2nd March, 2005) and as a consequence the LCC 
tennis centre focuses more on 'increasing numbers rather than one-to-one coaching' 
observes interviewee 33, adding that the LCC Sport and Recreation Services Policy 
Officer (interviewee 3, 14th December, 2004) 'sees threats from SSCs', adding that LCC 
'say we have to follow the same regime as theirs', citing 'demarcation' as a key issue, 
but further adding that 'A lot of it is down to personalities' . 
A further issue relating to resources is the weak capacity of the local infrastructure to 
deliver national policy initiatives. Interviewee 38 identified weaknesses in the local 
infrastructure that mediate policy processes. Interviewees outside of LCC were critical 
of the local authority in respect of priorities and ways of working. Interviewee 38, a 
PDM, in respect of the recent re-structuring of the school sport policy area, stated that 
LCC 'haven't liked this way of working'. The council are criticised for the lack of a 
sustainable approach to sport, with interviewee 38 observing that 'They (LCC) are onto 
the next project before completing (the existing) one'. She noted that PDMs have not 
been invited to LSF meetings. Moreover, the greater emphasis placed by the 
government on extra-curricular physical activity is mediated by the constraints of 
competing priorities, staff time, finance, transport, and levels of commitment, and these 
differences cut across schools in both areas of affluence and poverty in the city, noted 
interviewee 25, with no consistency in delivery standards and quality across schools. 
Interviewee 10 (21 st July, 2005), former Chair of Liverpool Teachers Association, states 
that 'with the introduction of PDMs, SSCos, LCC School Sport and PE Advisors, and 
others... there are now more managers, but not enough teachers' delivering sport and 
PE. Related to the capacity of the local infrastructure to deliver policy are 'cultural and 
organisational changes in school sport and PE' identified by interviewee 33 in the last 
decade, with for example the increasing use of coaches and non-teaching specialists in 
delivering extra-curricular sport. Also, the delivery of TOPS in schools is perceived as 
having 'limited impact' by interviewee 10 due in part to the capacity issue. 
Additionally, interviewee 30 notes the difficulty of balancing the relationship between 
the requirements of the NCPE and the availability and usage of facilities in schools. 
As has also been noted in Chapter 5, voluntary sector sports bodies do not accept that 
their role, remit or rationale is to utilise sport for social policy outcomes or 
'development through sport', although sometimes use this raison detre as a way of 
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levering additional resources from central government. Interviewees noted that some 
NGBs are pro-active in developing school sport within the new organisational 
framework, citing rugby union, tennis, basketball, netball and athletics locally, but 
interviewees agreed that Lee provides very little support at the school/community 
level. Thus differing core beliefs, values and ideological positions have held the balance 
of power over time and this can be related to organisational and financial changes. 
Evolving relationships between schools and communities is a further component of a 
complex set of relationships underpinning school sport policy change. Interviewee 34 
notes that the Building Schools for the Future programme (DfES, 2005) will impact on 
clubs and the usage of school site facilities and this will be an issue, adding that 'clubs 
are not fully aware of (its) impact'. Interviewee 33 observed that schools were not 
purpose-built to account for dual-use with the community and the balance of school to 
community use remains problematic, stating that some schools remain resistant to 
community usage of the site. Interviewee 33 anticipates that the Building Schools for the 
Future programme will result in fewer schools in the city and an increasing role for the 
private sector, which will introduce another dynamic into a complex, crowded and 
fragmented policy area. 
Conclusions to the chapter 
In sum, the school sport policy area can be characterised by persistent historical 
struggles that relate to the core beliefs of policy actors and competition for recognition, 
autonomy and scarce resources. Despite national policy change impacting on local re-
organisation and delivery of school sport, it is not until the last decade that central 
government can be said to be gaining any control over local interest groups or coalitions 
where control is constantly mediated by competing local interests and resistance to 
government intervention, who for their own part, welcome the new resources identified 
but not the conditions associated with acquiring them. At the heart of these local 
tensions is the role and remit of Lee Leisure Services whose performance-related elite 
sport priorities are in direct opposition to a local advocacy coalition that values and 
prioritises sport within a social policy framework. 
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School sport policy outcomes at the local level can be viewed, in part, as the 
culmination of the interaction and struggle between Liverpool City Council 
sport/recreation services (within the Leisure department), schools, and voluntary sector 
bodies, although all three types of organisation are divided in respect of priorities. LCC 
has co-opted some schools and NGBs of sport into its priorities around elite sport and 
event organisation. The significant tensions between LCC sport/recreation services and 
schools over school sport within and outside of the curriculum have resulted in some 
schools, where able, to effectively pursuing their own agenda outside of the control of 
LCC sport/recreation services. Two broad advocacy coalitions have emerged where 
education and regeneration (particularly health) priorities have become increasingly 
isolated from the elite sport priorities of LCC and its allies. Although Houlihan (1997) 
identifies a policy network for school sport, a 'coalition' only existed at a high level of 
generality and was far less cohesive at the level of detailed policy, given tensions within 
the network, between teachers, coaches and health promoters. 
It is the intervention of the central state that sets and changes the parameters of these 
relationships. Houlihan (1997: 269) concludes that, school sport issues are often 
submerged by other political priorities, where 'school sport interests ... operate within 
policy contexts not of their own choosing and over which they had little influence'. The 
emergence of the 'development through sport' agenda (Houlihan and White, 2002) and 
the focus on talent identification and development in school sport (Green, 2004a) have 
both impacted on sport policy at the local level. 
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Chapter 7: Sport and playing fields policy 
Introduction 
The issue of the protection and usage of playing fields including pitches for sport is a 
persistent one that has attracted public, media and political interest. Of particular 
political significance is the use and protection of school playing fields, where the 
planning and management of playing fields and pitches is one element of a wider set of 
issues based around how best to conserve a scarce resource for a range of sport and 
recreational interests (cf. Coalter et aI, 1986; Ravenscroft, 1992, 1998). This chapter 
seeks to understand the influence of sport interests in policy for playing fields and 
pitches. First, an analysis of the evolution of national playing fields policy is 
undertaken. Second, an explanation of playing fields policy is attempted that highlights 
how competing interests seek to influence policy. Third, playing fields policy in 
Liverpool is documented, and fourth, an analysis is provided of how and why playing 
fields policy has been made and how and why policy has changed. 
The evolution of national playing fields policy 
1970-1979 
In the 1970s, local authorities included playing fields as a core element of sport and 
recreation, alongside parks, swimming pools and sports halls, and also as components of 
welfare state provision. Research by the London Council for Sport and Recreation 
(LCSR) (1990) highlighted the changing patterns of provision from 1972 to 1987 and 
identified a number of overlapping issues that continue to shape debates around playing 
fields. First, there are debates about protection, conservation and sale or disposal of 
sites, where the LCSR (1990: 9) stated, 'We are not primarily concerned with 
preventing the loss of recreational land, but with encouraging and enabling 
participation'. In contrast, the National Playing Fields Association (NPFA) and other 
organisations such as the Central Council for Sport and Recreation (CCPR) sought to 
conserve sites and have historically resisted the loss or change of use of any playing 
field site, and the tensions between these interests has been a constant in the last three 
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decades. Second, the LCSR noted the scant attention paid to recreation and sport 
compared with other land uses in local authority policy and planning processes where 
arguably a relatively low value has been placed on sport. For example, the LCSR found 
that many local authorities had no systematic record of recreational space; few had 
undertaken audits of quantity and quality, supply and demand, availability and access, 
on which to base decisions. In addition, the LCSR reported that space to play sport was 
often the responsibility of several council departments who had no mechanism for the 
exchange of information or a coordinated strategy. Third, the LCSR research 
highlighted the variety of owners of playing pitches, namely local authorities, Health 
Authorities and Education Authorities, and also highlighted the policy differences 
between them. For example, community use of school playing fields was highlighted as 
a tension in the research and this issue continues today to cut across attempts to manage 
the use of playing fields. 
In sum, the core policy concerns shaping these inter-related issues revolved around 
conservation and participation. Arguably, the Conservative administrations 1979-91 did 
not place a high value on either conserving sites for sports and recreational use or 
increasing participation in sport (see Chapter 4 for an analysis of sport policy in 
England), and it is in relation to this period that subsequent changes in policy direction 
can be understood. 
Conservative administrations 1979-91 
Under the Conservative administrations of the 1980s, the introduction of market 
principles and competition into the management of public sector leisure services and the 
sale of public assets were key features Henry (1993, 2001). An aspect of privatisation 
was the sale of recreational land, including school playing fields. The Local 
Government Planning and Land Act 1980, coupled with the Department of Education 
and Science circular 909 effectively encouraged local authorities and LEAs to 
rationalise their assets in order to raise finances (cf. Stoker, 1991). One of the results of 
this policy was that many local authorities sold playing fields to developers for housing 
and business development. Further, this legislation impacted on the community use of 
school playing fields that remains an issue today, where, 
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'A major concern has been to find ways of offsetting the adverse effects of recent education legislation 
upon the future development of joint provision on school sites. Section 42 of the Education Act 1986 has 
had the unintended effect of discouraging investment by local authorities in sporting facilities located 
within schools' (English Sports Council, 1991: 15). 
In the 1980s, as noted in The Playing Pitch Strategy (English Sports Council, 1991), 
there existed a wide variation in provision by locality, ownership, and sport, and 
therefore there were difficulties in developing defensible planning strategies in the 
absence of robust data. The playing pitch strategy explains the loss of sites at the time in 
terms of pressures on local authority finances, legislative change and increasing 
pressure on scarce land resources. In sum, the policy and planning context at the time 
clearly militated against field and pitch retention. 
Conservative administration 1991-97 
With the replacement of Thatcher as Prime Minister and the re-introduction of more 
traditional Conservatism under John Major, policy impacting on playing fields, in 
effect, sought to redress former legislation. Government guidance on planning for 
recreation and sport emerged in the early 1990s expressed in a series of Planning Policy 
Guidance Notes (PPGs) designed to shape local authority policy and decisions. 
Importantly, PPG 1 was revised in 1992, following legislative change introduced via the 
Planning and Compensation Act that had previously made a presumption in favour of 
land development rather than conservation (NPFA, 1989: 56). PPG12 aimed to align 
central, regional and local government planning policy in respect of potential and actual 
conflict over development and protection, and the general position of PPG3 on housing 
can be summarised as one of finding a balance between development and conservation 
needs, stating that 'development of vacant urban land should not involve the loss of 
valuable open space' (cited in NPFA, 1989: 59). Further, the White Paper This Common 
Inheritance (DoE, 1990) acknowledged the need to establish a register of recreational 
land in order to determine which sites should be conserved. 
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However, it was the introduction of the Planning Policy Guidance for Sport and 
Recreation or PPG 17 (DoE, 1991) that set a precedent in placing a value on sport and 
recreation as an aspect of local authority policy, planning and provision. The Sports 
Council stated that the publication of PPG 17 represented a 'significant watershed in 
planning for sport and recreation' (ESC, 1998a: 4) as it places a statutory duty on local 
authorities to implement a local plan that makes 'appropriate' recreational provision for 
local communities. Further, PPG 17 states playing fields should normally be protected, 
except where sports and recreation facilities can best be retained and enhanced through 
the redevelopment of a small part of the site or alternative provision of equivalent 
community benefit is made available or the local plan shows an excess of sports pitch 
provision. Further, PPG 17 recognises the need for longer-term strategic planning that 
takes account of demographic change such as increases and decreases in school age 
populations. Of particular note is that PPG 17 draws on the NPFA Six Acre Standard in 
its planning guidance to local authorities, indicating a close working relationship 
between the Conservative government at the time and the NPFA (Gyles Brandreth, 
Conservative Party MP, chaired the NPFA). Despite the intent of PPGI7, however, 
identifying 'appropriate recreational provision' or 'community need' has proved 
problematic for local authorities in practice. As the English Sports Council (1995: 2) 
noted, 
'Analyses of planning appeal decisions involving the redevelopment of playing fields have shown that the 
ability of the local planning authority and other interested parties to identify ... sporting need ... has been 
a crucial factor'. 
In 1991, the Sports Council, NPFA and CCPR collaborated to develop The Playing 
Pitch Strategy. This strategy can be viewed as a compromise between those interests 
who advocated a complete embargo on any loss of playing pitches and those who 
believed the existing legislation at the time was adequate. The strategy 'aims to make 
any loss of land subject to far more stringent safeguards, but recognises that in some 
circumstances the modest loss of land will be in the best interests of sport' (English 
Sports Council, 1991: 4) and in line with PPG17 recommends a register of recreational 
land. The strategy proposes giving a key role to local authority sport and recreation 
services and also recommends the involvement of key stakeholders in policy processes 
such as National Governing Bodies for sport, regional sports bodies, school sport 
representatives and voluntary bodies, in a partnership approach to addressing the 
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concern. Importantly too, the Sports Council noted that within The Playing Pitch 
Strategy terms such as 'playing field' and 'playing pitch' as well as 'catchment', 
'suitable location' and 'equivalent quality', were defined for the first time, enabling 
greater safeguarding of playing pitches. A 'playing pitch' was defined as, 
'a delineated area which, together with any run·off area, is OAha or more, and which is used for 
association football, American football, rugby, cricket, hockey, lacrosse, rounders, baseball, softball, 
Australian football, Gaelic football, shinty, hurling, polo or cycle polo' (cited in Sport England, 2000a: 2). 
PMP Consultancy (PMP, 2001) conducted research into the relative utility of the 1991 
Playing Pitch Strategy, where organisations were asked to comment on the value of the 
strategy and, where relevant, the extent of which they had achieved the 
recommendations of the strategy. Responses indicate that between 1991 and 200 I, 
despite the majority of general recommendations being realised, a number of specific 
recommendations affecting playing pitches remained largely unachieved. These 
included a failure to promote the recommendations of the strategy among the planning 
profession, develop appropriate partnerships, facilitate relevant funding arrangements, 
develop latent demand for playing pitches or develop their qUality. Arguably these are 
serious omissions that indicate a less than pro-active approach to safeguarding playing 
pitches, and further, respondents indicated that issues of quality were largely ignored. 
Other overlapping concerns with the 1991 strategy included school pitches not being 
fully included in audits; some sports and trends in sports ignored as are training and 
informal games; cross-boundary issues are ignored (e.g. local authority ward areas); the 
methodology proposed to audit provision was seen as overly complex, and potentially 
costly; and the overall strategy was too detailed, complicated and lacks the support of a 
statutory requirement. Moreover, of the local authority leisure departments who replied, 
less than half had a playing pitch strategy in place and only half had undertaken local 
assessments of playing pitch requirements. The CCPR concluded that, 'Since the 
publication of the (Playing Pitch) Strategy in 1991, local authorities continue to show a 
resistance to carrying out voluntary audits. In particular, it could be suggested that those 
authorities with the most need of audits are those least likely to participate' (PMP, 2001: 
13). In practice the interests of developers have been served by inaction, as interviewee 
40 (21 st June, 2005), a senior landscape architect, observed that, 'If the local authority 
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have not done a PPG 17 needs assessment the Public Enquiry may accept the developers 
proposition ... that the open space is not valued'. 
Although local authorities claim to view existing playing fields as 'an essential 
component of the environment' and not 'cheap land for their own developments nor a 
potential source of capital receipts' (PMP, 2001: 48), this claim is not mirrored in 
practice; with little action taken to protect sites by local authorities own admission. 
Further, little or no financial or other support was provided to governing bodies of pitch 
sports and in almost all cases, transferring the ownership of pitches to the NPFA was 
not considered, implying that local authorities sought to retain control of playing fields 
and pitches, even if they were reluctant to develop a policy for the resource. 
In respect of school playing fields and pitches, it is notable from the PMP research 
findings that the majority of LEAs had not placed a high value of retaining playing 
fields and pitches by comparison with the conservation coalition. The PMP research 
(2001) found that approximately 40% of LEAs had not collated data on school playing 
fields and pitches in order to develop a register of recreational land, and that only 50% 
had worked with local authority leisure departments in auditing pitch requirements. 
Further, most LEAs had not offered guidance or financial support to school governors in 
order to develop the community use of school pitches as recommended in the Strategy. 
Moreover, only approximately half of LEA's had offered financial or practical support 
to governing bodies of sport plans to develop pitch sport opportunities for young people, 
and few LEAs took opportunities to gain funding for new playing fields and pitches, 
indicating a lack of pro-action to protect sites. 
The key issues that emerge from this research revolve around first, definitions, of 
quality, capacity and adequacy of provision; second, adaptability to changes in supply 
and demand and exogenous change shaping provision; and third, differences in the 
understanding of policy processes, requirements and obligations involved in the issue. 
Tensions underpinning the differing core priorities of those central to the policy process 
are evident in this survey, indicating an uneasy relationship between government and 
non-government bodies. Areas of disagreement include the accuracy and validity of 
both quantitative and qualitative data collected on playing pitches; the robustness of 
legislation and stringency of planning processes required to conserve existing pitches; 
and the ownership and usage of pitches. 
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The NPFA, in response to these issues at the time, produced an updated version of the 
Six Acre Standard (NPFA, 1991) that superseded the publication Space Requirements 
for the More Popular Outdoor Games (NPFA, 1986) and recognised the need for more 
detailed recommendations than previously given, to take account of location, size and 
proximity of playing spaces to other aspects of the environment, whilst nonetheless 
retaining the minimum standard recommendation of six acres (2.4 hectares) per 1000 
population. In respect of playing pitches, the NPFA specifically recommended three 
acres (1.2 hectares) in line with a recommendation of the Playing Pitch Strategy. The 
guidance recommended that all planning authorities adopt the standard or, where land 
scarcity exists, aspire to meet the standard in future plans, although the NPFA (1991: 
52) acknowledged the difficulties of achieving a consensus between the range of 
interests seeking to access and utilise playing space. 
In understanding playing fields policy, one dimension to explore is arguably the 
evolving relationship between the protectionist lobby, central government and local 
authorities. In respect of this relationship, one tension to emerge was around the 
differing methods and models used to determine 'adequate space' for sport and 
recreation, with the NPFA wedded to the Six Acre Standard but the English Sports 
Council (1995: 3), and local authorities, in practice, taking a more 'flexible approach' to 
'adequate space'. In regard to 'excess provision', this is defined by the English Sports 
Council (ibid) as when the number of pitches available exceeds the current demand. An 
example given is where demographic change has resulted in changed sporting needs in 
urban areas. Latent and future demand, the English Sports Council propose, should be 
taken into account when auditing local provision, as should issues of quality, use and 
capacity (ibid: 16). Further, 'excess provision' does not equate with pitch disposal, 
which 'should not be contemplated or permitted except in very limited, qualified 
circumstances' (ibid: 17) and if 'genuine space capacity' exists, the policy options 
suggested include generating demand, change of sporting use, creation of an informal 
recreational space, and taking account of long-term demographic change. However, as 
the PMP (2001) research found, few local authorities have been pro-active in 
ascertaining latent demand or generating demand. 
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In respect of the relationship between the Sports Council and local authorities, a 
significant change occurred in 1996, when the English Sports Council (ESC) was given 
Statutory Consultee Status on all playing fields over one acre, via statutory instrument 
1817, known as the Town and Country Planning (General Development Procedure 
(Amendment) Order (DoE, 1996). This strengthened the position of the ESC whose 
earlier attempts at influencing the planning process via Planning Obligations for Sport 
and Recreation - A guide to Negotiation and Action (ESC, 1993) had limited impact on 
local authority policies and practices in regard to protecting playing fields (as noted in 
Sport England, 1999d: 5). Despite statutory consultee status, however planning 
authorities remained under no obligation to accept Sport England's advice or to inform 
Sport England of the final decision, thus limiting the extent of the Sport England's 
actual influence. In fact, The Effectiveness of Planning Policy Guidance on Sport and 
Recreation (DETR, 1998a) that found local authorities had not fully capitalised on the 
existing legislation in ensuring developer contribution to sport and recreation provision. 
Despite statutory consultee status Sport England (l999c) admitted that negotiations to 
secure playing fields had been hampered by deficiencies in local authority capacity to 
secure provision for sport and recreation. Sport England (ibid: 5) concluded that 
'Relatively few local planning authorities appear to have all the elements in place. As a 
result the opportunities offered by planning obligations are not being fully exploited'. 
In sum, policy in the period 1991-97 can be characterised as a response to a perceived 
crisis resulting from prior legislation. Pressure from the NPFA, although operating in a 
favourable policy climate, resulted in a loose coalition of support in some quarters of 
central government. The influence of the protectionist lobby can be found in Assessing 
Playing Pitch Requirements at the Local Level (English Sports Council, 1995: 1) where 
it is acknowledged that, 
'The protection and provision of recreational open space are now firmly on both the local and national 
political agenda following mounting concern over many years about the loss of playing fields to 
development' . 
Arguably, the core beliefs and values of central government, most notably the Prime 
Minister, mirrored those lobbying to protect sites, where shared values existed around 
heritage, nationalism and elitism, made explicit through a focus on traditional pitch 
sports as reflected in the policy statement Sport: Raising the Game (DNH, 1995). 
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New Labour: 1997-2006 
In some respects, New Labour policy towards playing fields was a continuation of the 
period 1991-97 in which government sought to reverse the impact of earlier legislation 
and planning priorities. However, more recently, New Labour has sought a 'third way' 
between interests representing conservation and those representing development. How 
this policy shift has impacted on relationships between bodies with a remit for the issue 
is explored in this section, where a gradual marginalisation of the protectionist lobby 
has occurred. 
In the period 1997-2000, the Sports Council produced a series of planning bulletins 
claiming these were 'launched to a receptive planning and leisure audience' (ESC, 
1998a: 1). Strategic Planning for Sport re-emphasised the need for local authorities to 
audit provision and produce plans in respect of playing fields, include planning for sport 
and recreation in Unitary Development Plans (UDPs) and, from late 1998, ideally use 
models other than the Six Acre Standard to assess community requirements for sport 
and recreation. These bulletins followed-on from the launch of the key planning policy 
document A Sporting Future for the Playing Fields of England (ESC, 1997a) which, as 
a policy statement, distances itself from the NPFA core policy position. In taking 
account of trends in sports participation, the statement acknowledges that indoor sports 
facilities 'may be more relevant to contemporary needs than the continuing use of grass 
playing fields ' (cited in ESC, 1998a: 7). Further, the debate is re-framed from one 
centred on site-specific 'conservation versus development' to an area-based evaluation 
of public benefits and community needs. 
A Sporting Future for the Playing Fields of England recognised the limited influence of 
the Sports Council, and acknowledged that local authorities can ignore guidance, stating 
that 'Although we expect that local planning authorities will attach great importance to 
the views we express, we do not have the power to prevent development' (ESC, 1997a: 
1). Nonetheless, ESC claimed that, 
'The majority of local planning authorities now appreciate that the English Sports Council's regional 
offices should be consulted on planning applications for development that would lead to the loss of, or 
prejudice the use of, playing fields for sport' (ESC, 1998a: I). 
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Nonetheless, in order to address disputes between local authorities and the ESC, and 
effectively over-rule local authority decisions that may result in the loss of playing 
fields, the New Labour government introduced Circular 09/98 (DETR, 1998b) known as 
the Town and Country Planning (Playing Fields) Directive, for the Secretary of State to 
'call in' planning applications where a local authority decided to dispose of playing 
fields. In practice however, the directive resulted in the ESC only being able to object to 
disposal where the proposed development would result in a deficiency in the playing 
fields in a local authority area, or where there already existed a deficiency, or where any 
replacement playing field proposed by developers did not equate with the quality, 
quantity and accessibility of the existing site. In other words, local authorities could still 
dispose of sites where an 'excess' of provision could be argued or where it was accepted 
that developers had compensated for losses. 
Also of note in this period are rulings on the development of school playing fields that 
for the first time viewed the sale or preservation of playing fields in terms of the 'wider 
public benefit' (see ESC, 1998a for case study examples). The New Labour government 
repealed Circular 909 and replaced it with the School Standards and Framework Act 
(DfEE, 1998c) that gave greater presumption towards the protection for school playing 
fields by requiring the Secretary of State for Education to give consent to sales. Under 
this act, playing fields are to be retained which are at least equivalent in size to the 
minimum areas recommended in the Department's guidance for new schools, Area 
Guidelines for Schools (DfEE, 1996b). Moreover, the Act tightened statutory protection 
for that part of school playing fields exceeding a minimum for team games and closed 
the loophole regarding the absence of a requirement to provide playing fields for 
schools with children eight years of age or younger. However, the Act still permitted 
schools to sell land to provide funds for educational facilities and has difficulty in 
protecting playing fields used by the wider community. The Protection of School 
Playing Fields (DfEE, 1999d) provided further guidance in stating, for example, that if 
disposal or change of use is agreed, the revenues raised must be allocated to sporting 
and educational provision and the remaining fields or pitches must cater for existing and 
future needs of both the school and local community. However, in practice, grass 
surface playing pitches can be replaced by artificial surfaces or an indoor facility where 
the grass pitch is not currently in use, raising concerns around the impact on traditional 
grass-based sports. Further, the sale of whole school playing fields can only occur at 
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closed schools or those moving to a new site with replacement fields. Thus 'adequate' 
provision for pitch sports may be retained in some cases. 
The ESC was re-structured in 1999 and re-named Sport England, who were active in 
publishing a further series of planning bulletins, including Planning obligations for 
Sport (Sport England, 1999d), the new Land Use Planning Policy Statement (Sport 
England, 199ge), Playing Fields for Sport Revisited (Sport England, 2000a), Planning 
for Open Space (Sport England, 2002a) and Sport in the Green Belt (Sport England, 
2003). Planning obligations for Sport explains the use of planning obligations to secure 
sport and recreation provision, the concept introduced in the Planning and 
Compensation Act with the principle being to use agreements between local authorities 
and developers to regulate or restrict land-use. As stated in the DoE circular 1/97 (cited 
in Sport England, 1999c: 2), 'Properly used, planning obligations may enhance the 
quality of development and enable proposals to go ahead which might otherwise be 
refused'. More specifically, local authorities and developers can arrive at an agreement 
whereby sport and recreational provision was included as an element of, for example, a 
new housing development, assuming playing fields or other recreational space is lost 
through the development taking place. 
Playing Fields for Sport Revisited (Sport England, 2000a) updates planning procedures 
and intends to facilitate greater scrutiny of planning applications involving playing 
fields, given that 'playing fields have continued to be threatened by, and lost to, other 
forms of development' (ibid: 1) where it is noted that in some cases, notification of 
planning applications affecting playing fields has not been received from local 
authorities, and this is not considered by Sport England to be a 'lack of awareness' of 
Sport England's statutory consultee status. Further, Sport England (2000a) noted that 
sites can be deliberately left vacant for more than five years so that disposal can legally 
be attained. It could therefore be argued that during this period, many local authorities 
continued to ignore Sport England. Moreover, as research highlighted, inconsistencies 
existed in the interpretation of exemptions from protection, with the terms 'excess', 
'equivalent' and 'small' being specific examples (Sport England, 2000a: 5-6). 
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In respect of school playing fields, the DtES launched the updated Guidance for the 
Protection of School Playing Fields (DtES, 2001). In brief, the new Guidance gives 
greater emphasis to community use of school sites and an increased expectation that the 
proceeds from sales of sports pitches should return first and foremost to school sport 
(although other capital projects are still permitted). Additionally, Circular 3/99 was 
subsequently tightened in 2001 in a revised circular entitled The Protection of School 
Playing Fields and Land for City Academies (DtEE, 2000) that proposed that all 
applications be referred to a School Playing Fields Advisory Panel that has now 
considered applications since mid-2001, and includes representatives from the NPFA, 
the National Association of Head Teachers, the Local Government Association (LGA) 
and the CCPR. 
The DCMS too pledged in A Sporting Future for All (DCMS, 2000) to close the 
rernaining loopholes in a revised PPG 17 and establish a monitoring unit, The Playing 
Field Monitoring Group including representation from government departments, Sport 
England, NPFA and CCPR. However, the NPFA criticised the DCMS Playing Fields 
Monitoring Group as 'beset by inertia', particularly in respect of producing statistics on 
field 'losses' (NPFA, June 2003: press release), adding, 
'Our hope in gathering figures is that they would help shape policy to stem the loss of playing fields. We 
haven't even reached the starting gate on policy yet... Anyone who believes that this Playing Fields 
Monitoring Group will make a difference probably believes in the Easter Bunny as well'. 
The revised PPG 17 was finally published in July 2002, and in its very title, Planning for 
Open Space, Sport and Recreation (ODPM, 2002); a shift is explicit, from a concern 
with playing fields and pitches to a more holistic focus on the total provision in an area 
for sport and recreation. With the publication of influential research and the new ideas 
contained in the Scottish Executive Paper Rethinking Open Space: Open Space 
Provision and Management: A Way Forward (Scottish Executive, 2001) came a 
challenge to the central tenet of the NPFA, The Six Acre Standard, which is referred to 
as anachronistic, universalising and inappropriate (cited in Sport England, 2002a: 13). 
In respect of the Scottish Executive study, interviewee 40 (21 st June, 2005), a senior 
landscape architect, noted that, 
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'Kit's (Kit Campbell) [consultancyl work (is) very influential in English Government thinking on open 
spaces. Some however criticise it as being a 'developer's charter', i.e. reduce the amount of open space ... 
less costly for the local authority to maintain'. 
Given a context of competing interests and priorities across departments where land-use 
planning is a policy concern, this approach to planning arguably provided an 
opportunity for the DCMS to acquire greater status within central government, being a 
partner body with the ODPM, but its influence over playing fields policy may not have 
increased, where working thematically may compromise sport-specific interests. 
Interviewee 40 stated that, 
'The Government spent a few years redrafting the old PPG 17 ... when the first draft came out it was slated 
as being too 'Brittas Empire' track suit brigade focused, i.e. all about sport and formal recreation 
provision but lacking in an understanding of open space and informal green areas'. 
Specifically, the requirement that local authorities must consider, when a planning 
application is received for the disposal of a playing field, 'all the functions that open 
space can perform' (PPG 17, paragraph 10, ODPM, 2002), rather than the narrower 
single focus on sport and recreation, indicates a shift in what can be defined as 'surplus'. 
Interviewee 40 concludes that 'PPGI7 ... plays up the quality issue of open space. It's 
not the quantity of open space that matters ... but the quality and diversity of facilities 
offered'. This fundamental change in policy was not well received by the NPFA who 
stated that it 'does not carry the NPFA's full endorsement' (NPFA, 2003: 2) particularly 
given that the revised PPG 17 does not refer to the Six Acre Standard at all. 
The definition of the issue is therefore central to the policy process and in this respect 
the current government defines the issue more in terms of 'investing in sport as a 
whole', to 'widen participation' not only into formal competitive team games but also 
informal games and physical activity across a range of surfaces and facility settings 
(DCMS, 2002). This contrasts with the position of the NPFA and its coalition of support 
where the issue is primarily the protection of grass playing fields marked as pitches for 
formal competitive team games such as football, cricket and rugby union, and to a lesser 
extent, spaces for informal recreation. 
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Importantly, the revised PPG 17 was grounded in a re-organisation of central 
government allowing it to gain institutional embeddedness, where greater central 
government coordination of land-use planning policy is the aspiration, to be mirrored 
within local government. Cross-departmental working can be traced from the Town and 
Country Planning (Playing Fields) Directive (DETR, 1998b), being the first directive of 
its type to acquire cross-departmental support. Thus, by 2002, new organisational 
relationships had emerged that located playing fields as a policy concern within a 
broader set of interests that mirrored the thematic concerns of the Game Plan (DCMS, 
2002). 
Within a year of the revised PPG 17, Towards a Level Playing Field (Sport England! 
CCPR, 2003) identified all of the recent policy guidance that impacts on the playing 
pitch issue and key national statistics, trends, issues and implications for future demand 
for playing pitches, in relation to eight pitch sports. In regard to football, for example, 
an expansion of mini-football is viewed as requiring a greater supply of both small-
sided and junior sized pitches (ibid: 2.7). Towards a Level Playing Field also identifies 
a revised methodology that accounts for a more holistic view of pitch provision as one 
element of open space, in line with the revised PPG 17. The guidance states, 'In 
essence, the planning and management of playing pitches is only one part of a wider 
issue of how best to conserve a finite open space resource for a diverse and sometimes 
conflicting range of needs' (ibid: 21). 
The policy guidance also highlights other factors affecting playing pitch provision, 
namely the rise in participation in small-sided games; a revised definition of a 'pitch'; 
the increasing role of artificial surfaces in some pitch sports; and a fuller understanding 
of issues of quality, capacity, accessibility and availability (ibid: 21-22). The guidance 
therefore seeks to establish 'pitch capacity' based on current and future supply and 
demand factors, as opposed to identifying a fixed number of pitches and current use 
only. It is noteworthy that within planning legislation a playing field is 'the whole of the 
site which encompasses at least one playing pitch' (Statutory Instrument 1817, cited in 
Sport England!CCPR, 2003), where a pitch is 0.4 hectares (I acre). However, DfES 
guidance defines a pitch size as 0.2 hectares (ibid: 40), where the pitch is either grass or 
an artificial surface marked as a pitch 'at least part of the year'. Clearly this presented 
difficulties in auditing playing pitch provision. Subsequently, Sport England, in line 
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with the DfES, have adopted the 0.2 ha definition, abandoning the prior 0.4 definition, 
which perhaps again highlights the limited influence that Sport England has on the 
issue. 
In sum, within the New Labour term in office, legislation and policy has made an 
increasing presumption towards retaining playing fields and pitches, albeit within a 
context of all possible open space land-uses and it could be argued that a significant gap 
remains between policy and practice. The advocates aiming to conserve all fields and 
pitches have gradually been marginalised by a discourse centred on change and 
practices centred on assimilating playing fields within a framework centred on 
'community needs' including non-sport interests. This perhaps highlights the significant 
degree of influence that government departments, such as the ODPM, have on land-use 
policy, where 'sporting needs' are relatively marginal within a hierarchy of influence. 
The re-organisation of government to facilitate thematic working practices and an 
increasing emphasis on the utility of sport in meeting central government objectives 
around education, youth justice and health, for example, may indicate resurgence in the 
value placed on sport but not necessarily on pitch sports or protecting playing fields. 
Arguably, sport-specific interests have been compromised at the grass-roots level of 
sports, but the case for protection of all fields and pitches has also been weakened by a 
declining trend in pitch sports participation. 
Analysis: the national context 
The playing fields issue can be understood through an analysis of the relationships 
between key policy actors and clusters of interests, who place a greater or lesser value 
on protecting playing fields and pitches within a context of competing policy priorities 
for land-use. It is argued that the strategy of central government since 1997 has been to 
re-define the parameters of the debate and re-organise the policymaking process so that 
the core non-sport interests of government shape the agenda. In this context, playing 
fields mayor may not be retained dependent on a number of local factors and 
influences. Policy change is seen to be the outcome of competing interests where non-
sport government interests have arguably gained greater influence at the expense of 
sport interests within government and voluntary sector sport. This section develops this 
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line of argument by exploring patterns of interests, relationships between key 
organisations and coalitions, and funding issues. A brief summary concludes this section 
prior to the Liverpool case study. 
In terms of organisational arrangements, a cluster of interests aiming to conserve and 
protect playing fields and pitches has emerged whose common goal is protection of all 
sites ideally from any development, but more pragmatically against any change of usage 
away from sport and recreation, and whose advocacy has raised awareness of the issue 
among the media and public. At the core of this coalition is the NPFA, CCPR and 
sections of the media, who view both central and local government bodies as placing a 
low value on conserving land for sport and recreation. The second cluster of interests 
are within the public sector, consisting of the DCMS, Sport England, local authority 
sport representation and allies within other government departments and agencies. 
However, significant tensions exist between and within both central and local 
government in respect of sport and its relative utility. A third cluster of interests is 
centred on land development and consists of private sector interests and elements of 
central and local government. 
It is argued that central government has expanded its influence since 1997 over this 
policy concern. For example, the role and influence of Secretaries of State is pivotal, 
facilitating a degree of 'ministerial activism' (Taylor, 1997). The introduction of arms-
length advisory panels may be viewed as providing checks and balances on the 
influence wielded by Secretaries of State where planning applications are 'called in', or 
alternatively viewed as a 'legitimising mechanism' facilitating if not extending the 
influence of central government ministers. Also, the new cross-departmental working 
arrangements are not only intended to better coordinate policy and actions and reduce 
the costs of policy duplication but ensure the priorities of the ODPM are the core 
priorities. This re-organisation is expected to be mirrored in local government despite 
the absence of historical working practices between, for example, Leisure Services, 
Planning, Health and Education (see Liverpool case study). Further, with the increasing 
interconnectedness between government and business interests, the agenda of the 
ODPM sets the parameters of the debate around land-use, where sport is one 
component. 
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Thus, in land-use planning policy, Sport England does not ultimately have the power to 
shape strategic planning decisions. For example, where Sport England has objected to 
disposal or change of use it has been over-ruled on a regular basis by the ODPM 'for 
local strategic reasons' (DCMS, 2003). In other words, pressures for new housing or 
retail expansion, for example, ultimately are prioritised above sport and recreation 
needs. Therefore policy impacting on playing fields and pitches is largely founded 
outside of the specific issue in wider debates about open space. Further, within planning 
for urban regeneration, although the government have recognised the importance of 
playing fields, with, for example, the establishment of an Urban Green Spaces Task 
Force with the objective of influencing local authority policy and strategies for open 
space, the extent to which playing fields and pitches played a significant role remained 
debatable. 
Central government was concerned with both the 'development of sport' and 
'development through sport', where sport is an instrument for social policy goals, with 
the consequences that the revised PPG]7 drew upon the Policy Action Team 10 
(PATlO) report on 'sport and social exclusion' (DCMS, 1999). However, the revision to 
PPG!7 may also have been influenced by the Labour government's lack of sympathy 
for the core beliefs of the NPFA and its allies that were not only ideologically aligned to 
Conservatism but which also viewed sport-specific interests as their core concern, with 
little value placed on sport as an instrument of social policy. It can be argued that this 
divide along the lines of core beliefs and normative preferences has in part shaped the 
policy process for the playing fields issue where the debate has become highly emotive. 
For example, the former Director of the NPFA stated, 
'by suggesting that funds received from playing fields are ploughed back into sport or education, they (the 
Government) may even be exacerbating the situation as schools can see the short-term gains available 
more clearly (NPFA, 2003: I). The NPFA concluded that, 'the Government's clear pledge to protect 
playing fields stands as a testament to spin, hot air and unfulfilled promises' (NPFA, 2003: I). 
By contrast, Sue Campbell, chief executive of the YST at the time, and a key 
government advisor on sport policy stated, 'It's frustrating to keep on hearing the same 
old arguments ... There are stilI one or two examples of sports field's sales to be 
concerned about, but the reality is that we are seeing improved sports facilities in 
schools' (Times Higher, 11th November, 2003). The DCMS Secretary of State goes 
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further in describing the NPFA media campaign as 'perverse' and 'irresponsible 
scaremongering' (ibid). 
The legitimacy and credibility of the NPFA has been called into question by 
government, for example in respect of the NPFA list of 'fields under threat' that is 
viewed as inaccurate. Statistics produced by the NPFA and government differ as to 
playing field 'losses' in part due to the methodology used, but also in part due to the 
divide over what constitutes a 'loss'. Further, the channels of communication between 
the NPFA, CCPR and central government, established during the Major administration, 
have been broken. For example, the CCPR state that 'It is felt that the Regional Offices 
of Sport England could do more to bring statutory consultations to our attention' (PMP, 
2001: 12) indicating weak channels of communication, and at the county level, the 
County Playing Fields Association state, 'We have had no opportunity to contribute to 
any particular campaign against a loss of a pitch' (PMP, 2001: 17) implying that the 
planning and policy process excludes some organisations who do not share government 
priorities. In sum, the conservation coalition has become increasingly marginalised and 
outmanoeuvred by government, with the 'goalposts being moved' so that the issue is 
one of open space planning and not specifically planning for playing fields. 
Given that at the local level, maintaining playing fields can be costly for local 
authorities already subject to land-use development pressures and that new funding for 
sports provision via the National Lottery such as the Green Spaces initiative is 
conditional on meeting central government priorities, local authorities have moved 
further away from the core policy concerns of the protectionist coalition. Therefore, 
central government, in partnership with business interests, use funding streams to steer 
policy locally (see Liverpool case study to follow), where, as highlighted in Chapter 5, 
sports interests are relatively marginal within local government and arguably it is 
planning departments that control the local agenda in line with national policy directives 
originating in the ODPM. This analysis is explored further through a case study of 
playing fields policy in Liverpool. 
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Sport and playing fields policy in Liverpool 
This case study, first, traces the evolution of playing fields policy (incorporating playing 
pitches) in Liverpool; second, highlights the key influences shaping policy change 
including relationships between interests both internal to Liverpool City Council (LCC) 
and between LCC and external interests; and third, draws a number of conclusions 
around interests, influence and policy change. 
The evolution oflocal playing fields policy 
A senior policy officer within LCe sport and recreation services (interviewee 3, 14th 
December, 2004) noted that the land-use context in Liverpool has been 'fluid for 25 to 
30 years' given population shifts, the need for housing renewal and school closures. 
Interviewee 3 identified a well-developed infrastructure until the Second World War, 
but post-war investment suffered. The slum clearances of the 1960s and 70s resulted in 
a decline in the inner city population with one consequence being a long period of 
neglect of spaces to play sport and recreate. Even in the mid-1980s, when a Militant 
controlled local government gave a new impetus to public leisure and sport, the focus 
was in 'recycling money away from playing fields and into leisure' (facilities), noted 
interviewee 3. Further, a Review of Open Space (LCe, 1987) conducted by the 
departments of Leisure, Education and Planning, acted as the catalyst for disposal of 
'sites suitable for alternative development' given the context of wider city regeneration. 
Specifically, the report identified a large stock of detached school playing fields that 
served inner city schools that could be targeted for disposal. Interviewee 40 (21 SI June, 
2005) also noted that 'too often regeneration bodies get the money for the capital to 
build the open spaces but don't have the revenue funding to maintain, thus the open 
space declines and, rather than being an asset to the community, becomes a liability ... 
this happened throughout Merseyside in the 80s'. 
In respect of sports interests, interviewee 3 observes that 'Sport' did not feature in city-
wide planning until the first Unitary Development Plan (UDP) for the city was written 
in the mid-1990s, where provision for sport and recreation featured as one component in 
city planning. Following this, the playing fields review of 1998 (LCC, 1998) found that 
the demand for playing field use was declining as the number of sports teams and 
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leagues declined. A further review of open space, that took place in 2002 (Leisure and 
Tourism Select Committee, 11th April, 2002c) was to be written into the UDP for 2005, 
but with the Local Development Framework (LDF) for 2005/06 replacing the UDP 
approach, where land-use planning now has a 'spatial approach' to account for other 
policy concerns in education and health, coupled with the introduction of the revised 
PPG 17, a further comprehensive review of land-use, open spaces, parks and playing 
fields and pitches was required and is ongoing at the time of writing. 
A former planning officer (interviewee 1, 19th October, 2004) confirmed that 'the next 
stage is to write a cross-departmental strategy following the Consultancy Brief of May, 
2003 (and) ... a robust study of open space is needed'. The consultancy brief (LCC, 
2003c) noted that 'Playing fields may well pose one of the greatest challenges for open 
space policies' adding 'the retention ofIand specifically for use as playing pitches must 
be related to the local community's needs for organised sport'. In respect of 'needs' 
interviewee 1 concludes, 
'With PPGI7, provision should shadow need ... questions remain about the extent of this need given 
changing demographics in Liverpool... (an) aging, smaller population, and lifestyle changes ... falling 
school rolls, the activities young people want... are parks and playing fields still relevant?' 
This 'spatial' approach to planning represents a significant shift in policy for playing 
fields and pitches is expected to impact on the discourse surrounding this issue and the 
relationships between organisations and departments in shaping policy. The current 
open spaces review, where the baseline data to underpin further policy decisions has 
been collated as of March, 2006, but the findings not yet available, has been subject to a 
number of delays due to Sport and Recreation Services and the government body, 
English Heritage being 'unhappy with the fieldwork conducted by the consultants', 
changes of staff in the Planning department, and the size of the task in mapping all open 
space and its uses, in line with PPG 17 (telephone conversation with a Planning Officer, 
5th September, 2005). Thematic working practices within local government may need to 
emerge for such an approach to become emdedded in policy processes, with interviewee 
1 observing that there are currently three strands to open spaces policy within LCC 
represented by three different departments, namely land-use planning (Planning 
department, with policy linked to the goals of city-wide planning); public parks (Parks 
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and Grounds Maintenance department); and Playing fields/pitches (Sport and 
Recreation Services within the Leisure Services department). Moreover, interviewee 1 
notes that, 
'the revised PPG 17 'requires local authorities to take an holistic approach, but there is no corporate view 
(within LeC) of open space in terms of needs, strategy, management or agreement on the value placed on 
space for leisure and sport'. 
As interviewee 1 observed, ownership of, and control over the issue has shifted between 
departments over time and although policy overseeing playing fields and pitches is now 
within the sport and recreation remit, this was not always the case. 1988 to 1990 saw a 
restructuring of Lee that impacted on the protection of playing fields, where previously 
the Environment Department controlled all green spaces in the city, and many sites were 
lost, Sport and Recreation Services gained control of this function from the mid-1990s 
having 'managed to convince the politicians that playing fields should be transferred to 
sport services' according to the former Head of the service (interviewee 5, 18th 
February, 2005). Nonetheless, control over the sale and disposal of playing fields has 
not ultimately rested with Sport and Recreation Services. At the Executive Board 
meeting of 15th December 2000, it was noted that 'the disposal of land and premises is 
now dealt with corporately and as such all recommendations relating to disposals must 
be referred to the Resources Portfolio'(Executive Board, 15th December, LeC, 2000b). 
In terms of current provision for pitch sports and outdoor recreation, with the population 
size halving in Liverpool since the 1960s and changes in demographics and lifestyles, 
the city arguably has adequate overall space to play sport. An abundance of playing 
fields and pitches exists across the county that compares favourably with provision 
across Greater Manchester (unpublished LCe and Football Foundation data for 2004) 
although a more detailed analysis raises questions about the location, size, and quality of 
sites. In terms of the adequacy of school playing fields specifically, interviewee 33 (6th 
January, 2006), a former School Head, notes that the 'grass not being cut was a bigger 
problem' than the loss of fields, where 'quality' and 'access' were 'the real issues', not 
the amount of sites, giving the example of pupils of a specialist sport college in 
Liverpool having to travel a mile to access playing fields. 
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In Liverpool specifically, the pattern of provision appears uneven, with inner city areas 
experiencing a deficit and the suburbs a surplus. Historically, the inner city population 
was expected to travel to the suburbs to access playing fields, and 'this was LCC 
strategy' notes interviewee 4, the SAZ manager (20th December, 2004), adding that 
many inner city (primary) schools had stopped playing football and other pitch sports as 
a result of poor access to playing fields and the costs associated with transport to 
suburban sites. An existing School Head (interviewee 34, 11th January, 2006) confirmed 
that historically some inner city schools had yards with pupils travelling to fields in the 
suburbs to play sport. However, interviewee 33 stated that access is considered less of 
an issue following the introduction of Specialist Sport Colleges (SSCs) that facilitated 
the use of SSC sites by feeder schools (see Chapter 7 on school sport). The economic 
status and independent status of schools is a factor in pitch retention, where in the case 
of Bluecoats Selective School, grass pitches were purchased from the LEA in 2002. In 
contrast, the poorer inner city schools have been less able to defend sites from LEA 
disposal. 
In terms of the disposal of sites, in practice, interviewee 33 observed, most of the fields 
that have been lost in the last few years have been to extend educational provision rather 
than for housing or other needs, and 'If a playing field was sold ... (it was) replaced by 
one of better quality'. The Schools Effectiveness officer, interviewee 25 (9th August, 
2005) added 'There have been no losses of sites in the last three years, but there have 
been enquiries... (and) the fate of the St Mary's site remains undecided' (a school 
closure in 2001), perhaps indicative of the impact of the revised, more robust, PPGI7. 
Interviewee 25 also noted that 'Sport England's role (as statutory consultee) is very 
important and should be maintained', but 'on occasion ... the building of synthetic 
pitches in place of grass would have increased participation', itself highlighting the 
tension between an emphasis on participation in pitch sports and sport as a whole. In 
this respect, a senior NPFA representative (interviewee 23, 29th August, 2005) stated, 
'The main problem is that PPG 17 has institutionalised Sports England exception policies and Sport 
England are too frequently willing to accept a loss of outside facilities provided indoor sports facilities are 
put in place'. 
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In terms of the growing presumption towards site retention, the thrust of national policy 
had an impact; with interviewee 3 highlighting the fact that processes are 'more robust 
now than in prior years', where Sport England as a statutory Consultee 'has had a 
marked effect'. However, the SAZ manager adds that in recent years 'The loss of 
playing fields ... (has) ... not been significantly arrested (but) has improved ... whereas 
under the Conservatives sales went unchecked'. In sum, sites are better protected than a 
decade ago, but the layers of protection within legislation and policy guidance do not 
necessarily conserve sites from disposal. In fact, the Chair of the Merseyside Playing 
Fields Association (MPFA) (interviewee 18, 10th August, 2005) notes that 'small 
battles' are fought in defence of land owned by the NPFA and leased to local 
authorities, but 'larger battles are fought where MPFA do not own the land'. For 
example, in recent years, 'battles' were fought where Liverpool University sold some of 
its playing fields to a supermarket, a site at Jericho Lane 'in good condition' and 
experiencing sport and recreation usage was sold for new housing despite 'huge 
protest', and the Lee Valley School site and playing fields was agreed to be sold in 
2002, despite the site lying within the green belt area (as noted in the Executive Board 
minutes, April 26, 2002: LCC, 2002a). In the 1980s, interviewee 10 claims that LCC 
'encouraged the vandalism of sites', for example, the NALGO tennis club was 
vandalised leading to its closure in 1983. Where 'vandalism' is no longer an option for 
local authorities, the option of simply neglecting sites remains, until sale becomes the 
'only option' claims interviewee 10, adding that even where the NPFA own playing 
fields, LCC 'have let sites deteriorate then negotiated improvements in return for the 
sale of part of the land'. A senior representative of the NPFA (interviewee 23, 29th 
August, 2005) adds that 'under-investment in capital and revenue leads to deteriorating 
facilities, which people don't want to use. They are allowed to get worse and change of 
use kicks in later' . 
Within LCC, Sport and Recreation services have recently engaged in developing new 
sites (identified in a presentation by proxy for interviewee 3, Liverpool Sports Forum 
meeting 23rd November, 2004). This has been possible as a result of investment through 
NOF and by the Football Foundation totalling over £8m as the budget for sport and 
recreation alone was not sustainable given budgetary constraints (see chapter 5). A 
senior policy officer (interviewee 3) notes that Sport and Recreation Services have been 
'trying to be pro-active for a long time' and now are actively creating a reserve stock 
221 
and therefore the capacity 'to counter shifts' in demand, demographics and population. 
However, according to a number of interviewees it was the influence of the SAZ 
manager (interviewee 4) and regeneration agencies that prompted Lee to improve 
inner-city playing spaces, through accessing non-sport specific funding streams. The 
fact that it has taken an exogenous intervention to take action is perhaps reflective of 
comments made by the Head of the MSP, who stated, 'local authorities (are) not sure 
which agenda they are following' in respect of playing fields and open spaces 
(interviewee 2, 6th December, 2004). This in part may be due to the conditions in which 
playing fields policy is made and implemented, where, as interviewee I observes, 
'regeneration is driven by programmes ... and the pursuit of funding ... and meeting 
timescales ... within a constantly shifting picture, with documents dating quickly'. 
Analysis: the local context 
The research undertaken indicates that a number of inter-departmental and inter-
organisational relationships influence playing fields policy, including, first, relationships 
between Lee departments; second, relationships between Lee and voluntary sector 
bodies seeking to protect sites; and third, relationships between Lee and commercial 
sector bodies. These relationships need to be understood within the changing 
relationships at national level, particularly between central government and the NPFA. 
Departmental relationships within Lee have been a factor shaping policy change for 
this issue. Interviewee 1 notes that 'in terms of policy process and general governance, 
Planning and Parks have a history of working together, but Leisure Services have been 
separate', adding that 'with the current division of functions, there is a need to knit 
together existing but separate plans'. A senior policy officer (interviewee 3) notes that 
the planning department have been 'reluctant to endorse the (2002) playing fields 
review'. He identifies decision-making processes within the Planning department as 
protracted, giving the example of where playing field disposal was raised as an issue at 
Executive Board as early as 2002 with little progress made as of late 2004. Further, the 
Secretary of the Liverpool Sports Forum (interviewee 32, 1 SI December, 2005) states 
that Lee 'have an inability to control their planning department' that 'live by old-
fashioned rules' and there is 'no will to do anything about it'. In these regards, 
interviewee 1 states 'PPG17 is very current and will help to break down barriers'. 
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In terms of the relationship between LCe and the MPFA, arguably, the influence of the 
MPFA is marginal, where the local association is relatively inactive in opposing the loss 
of sites, as accepted by the Chair of the body (interviewee 18), adding that 'the focus of 
MPFA's work has shifted from sport to play in recent years'. Interviewee 18 notes that 
the MPFA 'have no particular rapport with the leisure (department) ... the NPFA hear of 
LCe plans before we do'. Moreover, the 'MPFA have not been consulted (by LCC) in 
the last ten years', the time in which the current Chair has been in post. The interviewee 
states that LCe are 'not committed to working with the voluntary sector' and Lee 
'don't support middle-men', i.e. representative bodies, preferring a direct relationship 
with voluntary sector groups. Further, LCe want to fund projects rather than 
organisations and 'if it doesn't fit their plan, they won't put themselves out to do it'. The 
MPFA representative notes that the NPFA has recently 'fell out of favour with 
government ministers' and this too has affected local relationships. This is reflected in 
the demise of the Six Acre Standard, where interviewee 1, a former Planning Officer, 
confirms that 'The Six Acre Standard is not adopted ... the guidance in Towards a Level 
Playing Field is followed'. Interviewee 40 added that 'The old NPFA Six Acre Standard 
which most local authorities used to work to, or try to emulate, effectively has gone out 
ofthe window'. 
Although the Deputy Director of the NPFA (interviewee 23) claims to have had some 
success of late in influencing national DtES policy guidance that 'will have a drip down 
impact on many school sites', locally, the MPFA has had little impact on Lee policy, 
being resource dependent on local authorities (the MPFA receives funding from the five 
local authorities supplemented by fundraising activities) and not being embedded in 
decision-making processes affecting playing fields. Nonetheless, MPFA are clearly 
perceived as a 'potential threat' in so much as Sport England request MPFA Annual 
Reports and minutes of meetings added the Chair of the MPFA. In the final analysis, 
interviewee 18 accepts that 'All we can do is protest'. In effect, the MPFA are 
'tolerated' by Lce who remain indifferent to their activities, given that the MPFA has 
almost zero influence on playing fields policy. 
It is noteworthy that not only do decision-making processes exclude influence from the 
voluntary sector, but the decisions themselves are based on altogether different 
assumptions, understandings and values. A senior LCe policy officer (interviewee 3) 
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states that Lee decisions are based on an analysis of supply and demand and data on 
trends. The issue is therefore defined as one of 'distribution', being the 'same themes as 
the 1980s' observed interviewee 3. Interviewee 4 (20th December, 2004) emphasises the 
pragmatism of policymaking in concluding that the 'level of (LeC) provision was not 
sustainable' given the costs of ownership and maintenance, and 'this had an impact on 
Lee behaviour ... (with LeC) making the 'best' decisions under the circumstances'. 
Sites are considered for re-development 'as opportunities arise', suggesting that tarmac 
and shale surfaces built in late 1960s and 1970s, 90% of which still exist but are not 
used, will gradually be replaced by sites more suitable for sport and play. Interviewee 3 
further notes that the revised PPG 17 emphasis on compensatory developments and 
taking a 'flexible approach' locally does not square with the conservatism of the NPFA 
and regional representatives, adding that 'Protectionists tend to fossilise the situation'. 
Interviewee 3 also noted the working relationship between Lee and Sport England, 
whose guidance is given greater significance than that offered by the NPFA. 
Partnerships are therefore made with other professionals in the public sector, excluding 
the voluntary sector. For example, the Open Spaces consultancy brief (Lee, 2003c) 
acknowledges the 'close working relationship' between Lee and English Heritage, 
whose guidance is central to Lee policy for open spaces, unlike the NPFA. 
Despite the increasing control of the issue by the public sector to the exclusion of the 
voluntary sector and communities, significant yet familiar implementation problems 
remain, that in turn influence the policy process for playing fields, with interviewee 40 
noting that Lee 'commission (name of consultants removed) to do fancy 'blue sky 
thinking' master-plans, but these just sit on the shelf and no one takes ownership of the 
open space issue'. Interviewee 40 adds that organisations are 'chasing the money with 
little idea as to what to do with it', 'establishing initiatives that duplicate work 
elsewhere' and 'lack a strategic overview'. Thus, significant tensions remain between 
bodies with a remit for open space and playing fields that can stem policy 
implementation. 
In fact, the catalyst and spur for action in decisions concerning land-use tends to 
originate from commercial sector pressure. In terms of private sector interests, perhaps 
the most high profile sale of land in the last few years has ironically been the loss of part 
of Stanley Park, one of the first Victorian parks built in the city, to the building of a new 
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stadium for Liverpool Football Club denoting the strength of commercial sports 
interests by comparison with grass-roots sport interests. The relative influence of private 
sector interests is further demonstrated in the emerging public-private partnership (PPP) 
replacing LCC parks management as the DSO for parks (LSF minutes, 23 rd November, 
2004) although this had yet to be finalised at the time of writing. Interviewee 40 states 
'The City Council Regeneration section (Parks Dept) does not want to look after any 
more open space as they are strapped for money' hence as of late 2005, LCC were 
tendering for management of its own parks. The Head of Leisure Services (interviewee 
35, llth January, 2006) noted that LCC were not in a position to invest in parks (LSF 
meeting, 27th September, 2005) given the level of subsidy to Leisure Services and the 
rising costs of grounds maintenance. 
On the other hand, in working with the private sector, many LCC senior officers and 
members argue that the benefits of such a partnership outweigh the costs in terms of 
city-wide regeneration, in respect of which, interviewee 3 states that 'The value of open 
spaces is recognised by Capital of Culture (organisations) in respect of their value to 
tourism'. He adds that the role of sport in Capital of Culture is heavily debated with 
playing fields, parks and other open spaces highlighted in the bidding process for 
Capital of Culture, and the existing sites are necessary for delivering the annual sport 
and recreation event programme, notably in the 2006 Year of Performance. A senior 
NPFA representative (interviewee 23) argued that the regeneration of Liverpool through 
Capital of Culture 'could be both an opportunity and a threat and is likely to be both 
taken across the city'. Given the Capital of Culture award, development pressures have 
increased in Liverpool, with interviewee I noting that 'the increased emphasis on 
housing via HMRI monies may put pressure on existing open spaces'. The planned 
major housing renewal programme in the city over the next five to ten years is likely to 
be the key regeneration initiative to impact on playing field retention. Interviewee 40 
added that 'If it is not defined as open space it will become a housing development 
area', and concluded that, 
'My concern is that the housing regeneration bodies have little interest or commitment to developing 
good quality open space or public realm areas. They see themselves providing housing and regard open 
space as someone else's baby'. 
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Moreover, the extent of commercial sector interests is highlighted in local politics. 
Interviewee I observes that 'one of the Lib Dem's election promises (Local Elections 
2004) was to protect open space as noted at Executive Board meetings', but adds that 
manifestos and practice often differ where influential commercial interests are wholly 
interconnected with LCC regeneration objectives in the city. The Chair of the MPFA 
(interviewee 18) stated that there is 'no impact' in respect of which political party is in 
office, as 'the Lib Dem's are just as bad' (as former Labour councillors) in conserving 
playing fields. 
Considering the future, the pattern of interests and relationships is set to change again 
via a number of forthcoming exogenous events outside of 'sport' that shape the playing 
fields issue. First, in respect of change in education policy, interviewee 33 noted that 
'with so many schools in Liverpool, the problem is finding anywhere suitable for the 
new schools' meaning green spaces may be developed through the Building Schools for 
the Future (DfES, 2005b) initiative. Interviewee 33 expects the number of schools to be 
reduced with the creation of larger comprehensives, with one planned city academy to 
be built on part of Newsham Park, for example. Second, in terms of demographics, 
Liverpool has an aging population, with an impact on the type of sports provision 
offered by LCC and in the voluntary sector, and given the trend away from pitch sports 
participation, playing fields again may be lost. 
Conclusions to the chapter 
In sum, policy concerns and issues around playing fields are historically embedded in 
disputes concerning the use of space for recreational and sporting purposes. Arguably, it 
is a case of how the issue is defined that underpins subsequent policy actions and 
defining the parameters of the issue are competing interests each with differing core 
policy priorities. The framing of the issue is complicated by the fact that so many 
organisations have an interest in this issue. These include a number of central and local 
government departments and agencies, regeneration agencies, voluntary sector bodies, 
private sector businesses, and schools. It is suggested that the balance of influence 
between these bodies and sectors has changed over time as political ideologies and 
policy rationales, in particular, have changed. Policy change for this issue is therefore, at 
least in part, the result of coalitions of interests competing to define and orientate policy 
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to mirror their core beliefs and policy priorities. In particular, the 'protectionist' 
coalition, with the NPFA at its core, has been In direct competition with the 
'development' coalition supported by non-sport government and business interests. 
Liverpool as an urban area has a relatively high number of spaces to play sport and 
recreate, given its legacy of public park provision, sporting culture and history of 
outward migration. Yet, it also has a history of neglecting its playing fields and 
questions remain around distribution, quality and access. In terms of key interests, 
playing fields policy cuts across a number of local government departmental priorities, 
with policy a compromise between interests, although it is arguably a discourse framed 
by economic priorities. Although the 'modernisation' of local government has 
encouraged inter-departmental working practices around the 'spatial planning' model, 
departmentalism remains embedded within Lee. In this context, Sport and Recreation 
Services has sought to defend its playing fields and pitch programmes from 
departmental interests within Education, Planning, and Resources, who have greater 
influence over decision-making processes underpinning playing fields policy. In short, 
the playing fields issue is not determined to any significant degree by sport-specific 
interests, either within Lee or external to it. Sport and Recreation Services has adopted 
a pragmatic stance, making policy decisions based on changes in supply and demand, 
demographic factors and by anticipating trends in sport participation. Policy processes 
appear to be officer-driven within Lee, where councillors, despite making promises to 
protect playing fields in election statements, are compromised once in office. 
In the last decade, the number of organisations seeking an input into policy concerning 
open spaces, parks, playing fields and pitches, has increased as the issue has been re-
framed from one treated as a 'sport and recreation related' to one concerned with 'open 
spaces' within urban regeneration policy and programmes, creating a complex policy 
area shaped by central government key objectives, commercial sector interests and local 
government regeneration priorities. Policy change appears to result from conflict 
between government bodies and departments who hold varying degrees of influence 
over policy inputs, outputs and outcomes. It can also be noted that decisions regarding 
playing fields are shaped locally by relationships between public sector body 
professionals, to the exclusion of the voluntary sector for sport, where an ineffective 
loose coalition of interests in and around playing fields conservation exists. 
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In respect of the playing fields issue, legislation and policy guidance may be viewed 
therefore as little more than a record of the bargains struck within a policy area that 
includes sport, recreation, education, planning and commercial development interests. 
The close relationship both locally and centrally between government and commercial 
interests, particularly in Liverpool given the ongoing regeneration around culture, 
tourism, education and housing, has served to highlight the tensions between the many 
interests seeking to shape policy affecting spaces to play. 
This is not to suggest that playing fields policy is agreed on by the key interests shaping 
the debate. The ambiguity embedded within policy affecting pitch sports is evident with, 
on the one hand, the more robust PPG 17, an increasing value placed on sport or at least 
physical activity, by central government, the increasing emphasis on the irnportance of 
school sport and PE and new funding streams, and the requirement for local authorities 
to conduct local needs assessments, would suggest that the retention of playing fields 
and pitches appears to have become a greater concern of national and local 
policymakers over the last decade. However, on the other hand, development pressures, 
particularly for new housing funded by the ODPM, retail expansion, and even new 
stadia for commercial sector football clubs, suggest that playing fields and other public 
spaces to play, even parks, are ultimately expendable. Further, the complexities of the 
planning system and its relative interconnectedness with charity law, contract law, and 
potential new legislation akin to those covering school playing fields, as noted by 
interviewee 23, may impact on policy outcomes and produce unintended consequences. 
The muddled implementation of policy is further compromised by the capacity of LCC 
to act. For example, in respect of the requirement on local authorities to undertake local 
audits, interviewee 23 states, 'The move towards local assessments is welcome for all 
forms of open space but experience indicates that the assessments may not be 
comprehensive and that they will not be kept up to date'. As the national PMP survey 
indicated, local authorities have been less than effective or accountable, despite 
proclamations of Best Value, in implementing a coherent and workable strategy for 
playing fields. As noted by interviewees, it has taken the influence of an experienced 
and skilled policy broker, former Sport England senior regional manager and currently 
the manager of the Sport Action Zone in Liverpool (interviewee 4), in partnership with 
regeneration agencies supporting the instrumental uses of sport, to 'push' the current 
programme of site upgrading and expansion. 
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In a complex policy area, the playing fields issue serves to illustrate why and how 
interests compete for recognition, resources and influence over policy processes in order 
to maintain and expand core values or beliefs on the one hand, and acquire or retain 
organisational legitimacy and survival on the other. In respect of planning for the 
protection or disposal of sites, interviewee 23 identifies the key driver as the desire for 
change itself in order to legitimise employment that demands pro-action where little 
may be required, stating that, 
'The fact is that locally elected members, Directors of LA Departments, School Governors and Heads are 
all in place for a relatively short time. They all feel the need to effect change, and they need resources for 
this. And often the easiest and biggest resources come from changing land use and disposal'. 
Finally, despite the recent changes to the planning system to incorporate broader social, 
economic and environmental considerations, the system 'is hampered to some extent by 
current national planning policies and by reluctance amongst local planning authorities 
to allocate sufficient land for these purposes' including sport (Independent Sports 
Review Group, 2005: 74). The review also notes that local authorities have little 
incentive to prepare needs assessments and quality audits of provision for sport, with 
relatively few sites allocated to sport/recreation in development plans. The report also 
notes the poor communication between planning and leisure departments, as borne out 
in this study (ibid: 75). 
FOOTNOTE 
Note: The Six Acre Standard consists of a range of spaces fit for 'outdoor sport' and 'children's playing space', 
including playing pitches, but also including athletics tracks, greens, courts, playgrounds, 'training areas'. 'casual or 
informal playing space within housing areas', and 'miscellaneous sites' irrespective of ownership type; whether local 
authorities or facilities within the education, voluntary, private, industrial and commercial sectors (NPFA, 2001: 7). 
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Chapter 8: Sport and health policy 
Introduction 
This chapter will explore the evolving relationship between sport and health interests in 
Liverpool within the changing county, regional and national policy context. The study 
attempts to understand the relative influence of interests that seek to shape policy 
spanning the sport and health policy areas through an analysis of their policy priorities, 
beliefs, values and resources of the interests involved, which in turn affect 
organisational and funding arrangements. The chapter will also provide an evaluation of 
relationships between organisations, an assessment of the capacity of the local 
infrastructure to deliver policy, and the impact that these factors have on policy 
priorities, learning and change. These dimensions of policy change are evaluated within 
the context of the evolving national and local, political and economic policy context. 
Before assessing policy processes in Liverpool, this chapter will review, in brief, policy 
change in the health sector in England, with a primary focus on the period 1997 to 2006, 
but also examining the Conservative administrations of 1979-97 that provide a context 
for policy change in the last decade, and the early-mid 1970s when both health and sport 
were primarily treated as components of the welfare state (Adams et ai, 2002; Ham 
2000, 2004; Oliver and Exworthy, 2003, Klein, 2000, 2003; Tones and Tilford, 2001; 
Walt,1998) . Parallels will be drawn with sport policy change during these periods 
(Green, 2004a; Green and Houlihan, 2005a; Henry, 2001; Houlihan, 1997; Houlihan 
and White, 2002) highlighting the policy spaces where health and sport interests 
overlap, as briefly outlined by Robson (in Hylton et al (eds.), 2001). This chapter will 
construct an account of the emerging relationship between the sport and health policy 
areas from a review of central and local government policy statements and strategy 
documents, due to the scarcity of published secondary literature which deals with the 
overlap between these policy concerns. This chapter will also draw on interviews 
conducted with senior personnel in both the sport and health policy areas and those 
working across the policy areas. 
230 
The chapter is structured by first, providing an account of the evolution of health and 
sport policy where the policy areas overlap; second, this relationship is explored through 
an analysis ofthree time periods but with the focus on the last decade as stated; third, an 
analysis, in summary form, of the key themes to emerge from the historical account is 
offered; fourth, the study turns to policy processes in Liverpool, and provides an 
analysis of policymaking, implementation and evaluation, and fifth, conclusions are 
drawn in preparation for the overall analysis of policy change in the final chapter (see 
Chapter 9). 
The evolution of the relationship between sport and health policy 
Although a contested concept, health policy can be viewed as a philosophy of 
intervention intended to protect and promote the health of the general population, 
(Webster and French, 2002). Participation in physical activity including sport has long 
been associated with health and fitness improvements and health policy closely linked 
with leisure and recreation. The Wolfenden report (1960), for example, cites legislation 
for public health that encourages local authorities to provide spaces and facilities for 
sport and recreation. Subsequent sport policy statements refer to health-related 
objectives (DoE, 1975; DNH, 1995, DCMS, 2000), however, it is only recently that that 
the policy processes for health and sport have been intertwined as a result of the current 
central government focus on the potential contribution of sport and physical activity to 
health objectives. In this respect, Game Plan (DCMS, 2002) is the first sport policy 
document to explicitly highlight how sport and physical activity contribute to public 
health policy. 
A review of health policy change (as undertaken, for example, by Ham, 2004) reveals 
striking parallels with changes in the sport policy sector where sport, recreation and 
leisure are features of the changing nature of the welfare state. The two sectors share 
common characteristics and common problems, such as ideological divides, fragmented 
organisation and increasing government intervention. Ham (2000, 2004) highlights how 
bargaining and negotiation between interests has characterised the sector and provides a 
neo-pluralist account of the policy process, a perspective shared by authors in the sport 
policy field (Houlihan, 1997; Houlihan and White, 2002, for example). Nonetheless 
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there are some key differences between the sectors that may both facilitate and constrain 
policymaking and implementation. For example, it can be argued that a distinct policy 
area characterised by relatively coherent and embedded structures and processes have 
evolved around health interests. By contrast, 'sport' has been at best a series of 
overlapping interests in an ill-defined policy area (Houlihan and White, 2002). The two 
policy sectors have recently engaged where (community) sport development relates to 
health promotion (Robson, 2001, provides examples), but arguably both sets of interests 
have been relatively marginal within wider sectoral interests such as elite sport 
development and in the health policy area, the interests of post-care focused 
interventions, institutions and professionals. The two sectors have experienced 
intervention by successive governments that has utilised similar instruments to effect the 
desired policy change, most notably combining the use of conditional funding 
arrangements and organisational re-structuring. More specifically, in the last decade, 
key government actions in both sectors have included the introduction of cross-sector 
partnerships, incentivised by new funding streams that can be utilised in area-based 
initiatives such as Health Action Zones and Sport Action Zones. 
This chapter will now outline the evolution of public health policy where it intersects 
with policy for sport and physical activity across three time periods: the early-mid 
1970s; 1979-97; and 1997-2006. 
Sport and health policy pre-1979 
The dominance of specific political ideologies at particular times can be seen to have 
impacted on both sport and health policy. For example, the Health for All policy 
initiative that originated in the 1970s via the World Health Organisation (WHO) is 
replicated in the Sport for All emphasis in the European Charter for Sport (EU, 1976) 
and reflected in much of the work of the Sports Council in England at that time. These 
movements, arguably one and the same, are founded on progressive 'liberal' values of 
social justice, equity, and participation for all. However, there has arguably only been 
moderate engagement in practice with Health for All by successive governments and the 
same claim can be made for Sport for all policy (Lentell, 1993; McDonald, 1995) where 
by contrast an increasing focus on elite sport policy has emerged (Green, 2004a). In 
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part, major funding pressures led central government to seek radical alternatives to the 
growing cost of funding the welfare state where the ever expanding NHS was a key 
component (Ham, 2004). The economic crisis of 1973 is viewed as a watershed event 
for the welfare state and, in the era of 'retrenchment' that followed, this impacted 
severely on policy aspirations in the leisure and sport sectors (Henry and Bramham, 
1993). With the end of the expansion of public services and expenditure came the end of 
the corporatist style of politics that characterised the post-war consensus (Greenleaf, 
1983), where the subsequent controls of public spending resulted in the overt conflict 
between central and local government (cf. Stoker, 1991) most notably in Liverpool in 
the mid-1980s (cf. Parkinson, 1985). 
Until the late1970s, health policy emphasised the distribution of health care provision 
ahead of the active persuasion of citizens to adopt 'active lifestyles'. However, a policy 
shift has arguably occurred from the 1980s onwards, where egalitarian and re-
distributive principles began to be challenged, and health promotion, education and 
prevention have taken centre-stage as the economic costs of universal provision have 
grown and as political priorities have changed (Webster and French, 2002). The health 
promotion movement is focused on empowering citizens so that they can 'take control' 
of their health, in addition to formulating integrated heath strategies, organisational 
development and advocacy. As Bunton (1992: 6) states, health promotion 'deliberately 
tried to address issues of power, political, economic and social structures and 
processes'. It was not until the late 1970s however that government first issued policy 
documents, for example, Prevention and Health: Everybody's Business (DHSS, 1976) 
that stressed health prevention rather than focusing on curative health, but despite 
government intervention, this shift in policy priorities did not impact on health practice 
due in part to embedded interests resisting change (see Webster, 1996: 660-686). 
Another key policy tension that surfaced in the 1970s relates to the conflict between 
medically dominated conceptions of health, defined as the bio-medical model, and the 
social model preferred by those seeking to reduce health inequalities (Pascall, 2003). 
The economic crisis of the late 1970s prompted concerns about poverty and public 
health, leading to a policy focus on 'social medicine' with its priority of tackling 
poverty and health inequalities. The social model eventually found expression in the 
Black Report (DHSS, 1980). However, the report was sidelined by the incoming 
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Conservative administration in 1979 due to its emphasis on reducing health inequalities 
through increasing government expenditure on health. An unintended consequence of its 
'suppression' was an enormous growth of research into health inequalities which later 
re-emerged as policy under New Labour (Berridge, 2003). In sum, in the 1970s, sport 
and health were bound-up in wider debates around the Welfare State (for an analysis of 
sport policy in this era, see Chapter 4), although they remained distinct in terms of 
organisation, administration and funding. 
Conservative administrations: 1979-97 
The political values of successive Conservative governments 1979-97 were explicitly 
opposed to the values underpinning Health for All (HfA) and Sport for All (Sf A). 
Subsequently, HfA gained little ground within statutory, professional and voluntary 
sectors of health care during this era. Nonetheless, grass-roots support for HfA in the 
England remained, invigorated at the international level by the Ottawa Charter and by 
the formation of the UK Health for All Network (UKHFAN) in 1988. This followed the 
founding in 1987 of the UK Public Health Association (UKPHA) that is informed by 
HfA values. In practice, however, as Ham (2004) notes, the HfA initiatives struggled to 
influence health policy and practice. He cites Glasgow and Sheffield as examples of 
cities a where 'hostile national policy environment' cut across project objectives and 
implementation at the local level. In contrast to the HfA focus, the 'New Right' 
Conservative governments placed an increasing policy emphasis on individual lifestyle, 
where physical activity featured as an element of preventative health programmes, 
rather than attempting to reduce health inequalities specifically. 
In terms of the organisation of health, the new right-led Conservative government 
placed little faith in local authorities to deliver its policy priorities and therefore created 
quangos to address public health problems. Further, the 'new right' introduced market 
principles into health with the creation of the internal market in the NHS in 1991, as 
reflected in the White Paper Working for Patients, and the NHS (DH, 1989) and the 
Community Care Act (DH, 1990), producing a radical change in the management of 
health services. Within this context, in respect of the focus of this study, the key health 
policy in this era was The Health of the Nation (DH, 1992) that represented the first 
234 
national public health strategy. This White Paper made connections between physical 
activity, preventative health and individual lifestyle, although it has been critiqued as 
neglecting social understandings of health (Adams et al (eds.), 2002). Parallel to these 
developments, under John Major's leadership, Sport: Raising the Game (DNH, 1995) 
makes reference to the connections between sport and health in stating that schools 
should encourage young people to 'appreciate the long-term benefits of regular exercise 
and (be) able to make informed decisions about adopting a healthy and active lifestyle 
in future years' (DNH, 1995: 6). Further, the National Curriculum for Physical 
Education encourages PE teachers to develop health-related exercise at Key Stage 4, 
and generally encourage young people to adopt 'active lifestyles'. 
According to Robson (2001), partnerships between 'exercise' promotion and sport 
emerged in the early 1990s, when the benefits of a syndicate approach to health 
promotion was first recognised in government policy following the Allied Dunbar 
National Fitness Survey (1992), that highlighted the need for greater cooperation 
between agencies with a remit for public health. Thereafter, a Physical Activity Task 
Force (PATF) was created in 1993 consisting of representatives from the medical 
profession, Health Education Authority (HEA) and Higher Education, with a remit to 
'develop a strategy for the wider promotion of physical activity, and to design a 
'prescription' for health gain for the whole community through increased participation' 
(Robson,2001: 137). The PATF recommended moderate level physical activity, relative 
to the individual, five times per week; a change from its original recommendation of the 
traditional health prescription of twenty minutes vigorous aerobic exercise three times 
per week. The original emphasis on sport-based activity is by implication replaced by a 
greater emphasis on 'physical activity' in which sport is only one component. The 
'active lifestyles' focus took further shape in the form of the Active for Life campaign 
(HEA, 1998) that ran from 1996 to 1999 with the aim of raising awareness and 
highlighting the benefits of physical activity, including sport. In achieving this end, the 
HEA sought to work directly with practitioners 'on the front line' of service delivery, 
including the health care professions, leisure management within local government 
provision and voluntary sector organisations. 
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The latter years of the Conservative period in office can therefore be viewed as 
important in raising the profile of the relationship between health policy and sport 
policy, although 'sport' is primarily treated a component of generic physical activity. 
New Labour 1997-2006 
New Labour's approach to health policy and practice is underpinned by the politics of 
the 'third way' (cf. Giddens, 1998). An example of the 'third way' is found in the White 
Paper A New NHS (DH, 1997), the aims of which were simultaneously to improve the 
health of the population as a whole and improve the health of the most disadvantaged 
sections of society, in order to narrow the 'health gap' perceived to have resulted from 
market forces under the prior 'centre-right' administrations. The focus on creating 
healthy individual lifestyles including exercise promotion was therefore retained, but the 
'old' Labour focus on health inequalities returned to the policy agenda. This mirrored 
the 'third way' approach utilised in sport policy, where sport is a component of social 
policy, on the one hand (CoIIins and Kay, 2003), but also is a tool for elite sporting 
success, on the other (Green and Houlihan, 2005a). Calman, 1998 (cited in Naidoo and 
Wills, 2000: 191) identifies the central principles and strategies of New Labour-led 
public health policy as: the rationalisation of services; the importance of education and 
evidence-based research; partnership-working; and public consultation. In sum, 'Action 
to improve health and to reduce health inequalities requires joined up working across 
Government and across sectors at national, regional and local levels' (DH, 2001: 17). 
These developments mirror the key themes underpinning New Labour's recent approach 
to sport policy and governance (see Chapter 4). 
In practice, New Labour became the first government to assert that 'health' was a cross-
cutting issue rather than the concern of a single department within central or local 
government, or wholly the concern of the NHS. The way ahead was set out in The New 
NHS (DH, 1997) where, in terms of organisation and delivery, Primary Care Trusts 
(PCTs) would take greater responsibility for public health including health promotion. 
PCTs are intended to provide a 'third way' between 'old' Labour's top-down 
management style and the 'new right's' fragmentation of the internal market, to produce 
'integrated care, based on partnership' (DH, 1997: 5). Arguably, this change to 
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organisational arrangements acted as a catalyst for sport and leisure services in local 
government to engage with health policy as it facilitated access to health sector funding 
streams, that could be used to strengthen the infrastructure for sport, which is seen by 
Sport England North-West (2004) and other key organisations with an influence on 
sport and health in Liverpool, such as the Merseyside Sport Partnership (2006), as a pre-
condition for delivering health outcomes through sport and physical activity. 
Further, the Health Act 1999 placed a duty on health authorities to work in partnership 
with local authorities in producing local health improvement plans and programmes, re-
invigorating the corporate approach to health. However, the 'location' of physical 
activity and its advocates within the policy process for health took time to evolve, as 
new decision-making processes developed within local government services and in 
multi-agency partnerships. More specifically, emerging links between sport and health 
followed a series of progress reports based on The Health of the Nation objectives that 
focused on 27 target areas across the UK, the seventeenth of which was published after 
the election of New Labour in May 1997, in which concern is expressed over rising 
public health problems such as Coronary Heart Disease (CHD) (Committee of Public 
Accounts, 1997), with the links between CHD and physical activity well documented 
(BHF, 2000; OH, 2000). 
The theme of cross-sector partnership working also evolved out of the Health Survey for 
England (OH, 1998) that subsequently informed the Government's Green Paper Saving 
Lives: Our Healthier Nation (OH, 1999a) and which emphasised cross-departmental 
working in tackling health inequalities and promoting public health. The policy 
document sets out an agenda to tackle health inequalities based on the Acheson Report 
(Acheson, 1998) that recognises that health is influenced by factors exogenous to the 
individual. Specifically, the report examined the determinants of health using the 'layers 
of influence' model first proposed by Dahlgren and Whitehead (1991). The three layers 
are 'individual lifestyle factors', emphasised by the 'new right', 'social and community 
relations', and 'general socio-economic, cultural and environmental conditions', a 
traditional focus of 'the left'. It can be noted that, in contrast to the Black Report 
(DHSS, 1980), the Acheson report was published in a favourable policy climate 
(Exworthy, 2003). The Acheson report (1998) also recommended the further 
development of 'health promoting schools' with a particular focus on schools in areas of 
237 
socio-economic disadvantage. Although these key health policy documents make scant 
reference at this time to the potential contribution of physical activity and sport within 
health promotion, these structural changes arguably facilitated the opportunity for sport 
interests to engage with the health sector. Robson (200 I) argues that the relative 
absence of physical activity, and less so, sport, in the emerging health agenda, in the 
period prior to 1999, needs to be understood in the context of 'sport' itself emerging as a 
distinct policy area with the establishment of the DCMS, the re-organisation of Sport 
England and the representation of 'sport' as a 'good cause' in National Lottery funding 
priorities (for a summary of these changes, see Green, 2004a). 
Critically, it was the White Paper, Saving Lives: Our Healthier Nation (DH, 1999a) that 
shifted the emphasis from post-care to pre-care health interventions based on prevention 
and the early detection of ill-health and thus potentially strengthened the influence of 
the 'sports lobby'. Further, with a growing focus on young people, PE and school sport 
moved towards the centre stage. In addition, the growing focus on 'disadvantaged 
communities' which led to area-based initiatives such as Health Action Zones (HAZs) 
was borrowed by the DCMS in creating Sport Action Zones (SAZs) with their priorities 
of 'development through sport' rather than 'development of sport' (Houlihan and White, 
2002). HAZs were established to act as a framework for the NHS, local authorities and 
other partners to work together to achieve progress in addressing the causes of ill-health 
and reducing health inequalities (DH, 1998). One such zone covered the whole of 
Merseyside, emerging from a tradition of health promotion, where a holistic approach to 
health improvement is adopted, through strategic partnerships and community 
participation. HAZs therefore focus on 'local needs' in areas of socio-economic 
disadvantage, and within the same set of principles, a SAZ was subsequently designated 
in Liverpool in 2002. 
A focus of HAZs has been on health promotion in schools, hence the introduction, also 
in 1998, of the Healthy Schools initiative. Healthy Schools is characterised by the 
familiar New Labour themes of governance, including a preference for multi-agency 
working, the identification and dissemination of good practice or 'what works', with 
government agencies acting as facilitators and funding providers and local partnerships 
given flexibility in policy implementation based on 'local factors'. A Healthy Schools 
Conference followed in 1999, in which a joint DHlDfEE (now DfES) national Healthy 
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School Standard was launched, with schools defined as 'springboards to future long 
term health' (see OH, 1999a). Specifically, in terms of the physical activity component 
of the initiative, the standard includes meeting the NCPE minimum hours 
recommendation (two hours per week), promotion of extra-curricular sports activities, 
liaison with external agencies in the Health sector, and work towards nationally 
recognised awards for physical activity. By 2000, with a relationship between sport and 
health emerging, fifty primary school/primary care Health Links projects had been 
established in England as part of the Healthy Schools programme, with the aim of 
educating teachers on health issues including the role of exercise/physical activity (cf. 
Cale, 2000). 
Parallel to these developments, a report on physical activity and health was produced 
entitled Young and Active? (HEA, 1998). The report recommended one hour of physical 
activity per day per child and allocates specific roles for schools, youth groups and 
health services. Reference too can be made to the emerging Specialist Sports College 
network where out-of-hours activities link sport and physical activity with health 
objectives (see Chapter 6). Further, the emerging focus on the role of physical activity 
in health promotion features as an element of building social inclusion, most apparent in 
the PATIO report on Sport, the Arts and Social Inclusion (OCMS, 1999), where health 
promotion is viewed as an area that can contribute to neighbourhood renewal (for an 
analysis of sport's role in tackling social exclusion, see Collins and Kay, 2003). 
By 2001, the increasing willingness of the OH to engage with sport/physical activity 
agencies in preventative health prograrmnes developed new impetus due to the highly 
publicised issue of obesity, particularly among children and young people. This 
followed-on in part from The Health Survey for England (DH, 1999b) that indicated 
dramatic increases in obesity in the period 1993-97. Further, the Health Survey for 
England identified a steadily increasing level of obesity over the decade 1991-2001, 
with a significant 50% rise in levels over the time span. In 2000, the British Heart 
Foundation report Couch Kids - the growing epidemic (BHF, 2000) further re-enforced 
central government thinking on poor diet and obesity among young people, and 
reiterated the findings of the OH and Food Standards Agency survey of 4-18 year olds 
that identified high levels of inactivity (OH, 2000). Rowe et al (Sport England, 2004) 
note that without significant public policy intervention to counteract these trends, and 
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without policy learning from 'the American experience', obesity levels will exceed 
those of the USA by 2020 (cf. Dietz, 2001). Research findings on obesity were 
subsequently included in The NHS Plan that sets a key target to reduce health 
inequalities, particularly in terms of life expectancy, which is determined to some extent 
by CHD, cancer and obesity. Again, a role for sport within the framework of 'physical 
activity' gains momentum as a partial solution to this policy concern. Moreover, in 
2000, government planned to extend exercise on prescription or 'exercise referral' 
initiatives across England. New guidelines encouraged GPs, local authorities and health 
professionals to establish schemes working with local authorities to increase physical 
activity and reduce obesity (DH, 2000). Chris Smith, DCMS Secretary of State at the 
time stated, 'This guidance will help to make sure that exercise referral programmes are 
focused on people who do not normally take part in sport or (physical) activity' (DH, 
2001: 2). 
However, policy implementation has been slow, with for example in 2000 only 200 
medical practices in England offering exercise on prescription. Moreover, as of March 
200 I, the Health Select Committee on Public Health reported that only 11 % of GPs 
recognised physical activity recommendations. Also, during 2001, the CCPR surveyed 
all 104 Health Authorities in England and Wales on the physical activity content of their 
Health Improvement strategies. The findings demonstrate that few authorities cited how 
sport and recreation is utilised to increase physical activity levels and health. However, 
approximately half of the strategies did include an exercise referral element of health 
care (CCPR, 2003). Nonetheless, new partnerships emerged that added impetus to the 
sport-health relationship, such as with the Fitness Industry Association (FIA) whose 
chair stated, 'Exercise Referral schemes provide great opportunities for fitness 
professionals to work in partnership with health professionals on schemes that target 
people who do not normally take exercise. These can make a real contribution to public 
health' (DH, 2001: 2). Further, by April 2001, Health Authorities were required to 
create plans for physical activity promotion within Health Improvement Plans (HIPs) in 
line with National Service Framework (NSF) objectives for CHD. However, these plans 
were delayed following the abolition of the majority of the Health Authorities and the 
transfer of work of health promotion teams to PCTs, as was the case in Liverpool in 
2002. 
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Perhaps the key structural change, however, in shaping the role of physical activity and 
sport in health promotion was central government's cross-cutting spending review that 
introduced thematic working practices between central government departments. A 
cross-government delivery plan followed in late 2002 (see Nutbeam, 2003, for further 
details). This review followed the paper Tackling Health Inequalities: Consultation on a 
Plan for Delivery (DH, 2002) that recommended the cross-cutting approach and an 
overhaul of the spending mechanisms that tended to produce departmentalism and 
inhibit longer term strategic thinking. These recommendations were in line with the 
Wanless review of long-term resource requirements for the NHS (Wanless, 2002) in 
which the cost implications of not adopting a preventative health care strategy were 
highlighted and the potential contribution of physical activity noted. The report stated 
that 'lifestyle changes such as .. .increased physical activity ... could have a major 
impact on the required level of health care resources' (ibid: 23). Moreover, at the same 
time, Game Plan (DCMS, 2002) argues that cross-cutting funding reviews present an 
opportunity to extend inclusion of sport/physical activity on the public health agenda. 
The Game Plan (2002: 48) concludes, 'The implication for government is that health 
policy objectives can be met by interventions aimed at increasing physical activity'. 
In respect of this policy concern, horizontal coordination between government 
departments was improved with a partnership of the DH, DCMS and DfES, established 
in 2002, that underpins a £2.Sm programme of community-based pilot schemes to 
provide free swimming in 'low income areas'. This scheme forms part of the local 
exercise action pilots (LEAPs); locally run programmes that aim to evaluate new 
methods for increasing physical activity led by PCTs, which integrate LEAPs with 
existing initiatives including Sure Start, Exercise Referral Schemes, Healthy Schools, 
Sport Action Zones, School Sports Co-ordinator Partnerships and Walking the way to 
Health. To coordinate further health and sport policy, where sport is an aspect of social 
policy, an Activity Co-ordination Team (ACT) was founded in 2003 to lead the 
development of a national Delivery Plan for physical activity and sport. ACT includes 
representation from eleven government bodies including DCMS, DH, DfES, Sport 
England, the LGA, Health Development Agency (HDA) and the Treasury. ACT 
committee members include the Minister for Sport, Chief Executive of Sport England, 
Director of Sport within the DCMS and several representatives from the DH and HDA. 
Notably, the Minister for Sport co-chairs ACT with the parliamentary under-secretary of 
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state for Health. It deploys existing funding including LEAP, SAZ and New 
Opportunities Fund (NOF) for PE and sport. ACT is central to the long-term strategy to 
tackle health through sport and physical activity identified in Game Plan (OCMS, 
2002), where a target of 70% participation in sport and physical activity by 2020 is 
made (the current average nationally is 32%). The significance of this structural change 
is in the fact that ACT both steers delivery, e.g. the LEAP pilots, and informs existing 
autonomous programmes, e.g. the PESSCL programme OfES (2003, 2004) and is in 
effect involved at all levels of the policy process from funding deployment to 
coordinating a network of programmes, to evaluating strategy and disseminating results 
of national, regional and local projects. 
Although 'joined-up thinking' has therefore gathered momentum in recent years, 
departmentalism has arguably proven difficult to move in practice. For example, the 
ACT members must report to ministers within separate government departments where 
policy is formulated, not within the ACT framework. Minutes from ACT meetings in 
2003 reveal a number of difficulties in allocating lead and joint roles and 
responsibilities, extending membership to other departments believed to have a role in 
tackling health through physical activity (e.g. the ODPM), including the voice of the 
Local Government Association (LGA) to represent local authority interests, delays, 
inconsistent member attendance, absence of research evidence on which to make 
decisions, and related problems of central-central partnership-working (ACT, 2003 a; 
2003b). These tensions within the ACT have arguably constrained the full engagement 
of the sport sector with the health sector and with consequences for policymaking and 
implementation where the two sectors relate. 
In February 2004, the Wanless Report entitled Securing Good Health for the Whole 
PopUlation (Wanless, 2004) identified the key challenges facing public health up to the 
year 2020. The findings fed into the White Paper on Public Health (OH, 2004c). Of 
significance for sport policy is an increasing emphasis on prevention, particularly as 
related to obesity and developing 'healthy lifestyles'. The White Paper provided the 
overarching framework to link the many initiatives in the area and to allocate 
responsibilities to specific organisations in health and sport. Also in 2004, the Health 
Secretary launched a national consultation on public health, resulting in the two 
documents, one of which is entitled Choosing Health? Choosing Activity (OH, 2005a) 
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where encouraging more physical activity in schools is seen as central to successful 
policy implementation and in this regard the PESSCL strategy (DtES, 2003, 2004) is 
identified as being at the heart of the sport/health agenda, where a 'culture of 
participation' in physical activity is sought. Choosing Health was followed by Choosing 
Activity: A Physical Activity Action Plan (OH, 2005b), defined by the Merseyside Sport 
Partnership (MSP) (2006: 6) as 'the first truly cross government plan to coordinate 
action aimed at increasing levels of physical activity across the whole population'. 
Further, the increasing focus on young people, health and physical activity including 
sport, particularly in schools, is also found in the key education policy statement Every 
Child Matters (DtES, 2005a). 
In the light of these recent developments, a consensus appears to be emerging between 
the health and sport sectors with statements made in the Game Plan (DCMS, 2002), 
mirroring that in the Chief Medical Officer's report on physical activity and health At 
Least Five A Week (OH, 2004d), that emphasised building moderate physical activity 
into daily life, or 30 minutes per day of exercise of 'moderate intensity' on 5 or more 
days per week (reminiscent of the PATF recommendations in the Conservative era). 
However, young people are expected to achieve double this recommendation. 
Importantly, the report is aimed at those formulating and implementing policies and 
programmes to utilise physical activity, sport and exercise to achieve a health gain 
including public health organisations such as PCTs. 
In sum, with the election of New Labour in 1997 came policy change that has led to a 
more substantive relationship being established between sport and health. Saving Lives: 
Our Healthier Nation (OH, 1999a) represents, in part, a shift from New Right policy 
priorities to a social reformist agenda to tackle health inequalities, where poor health is 
viewed as an outcome of a combination of structural inequalities including social, 
economic and environmental factors, or social exclusion. Importantly, as Robson (2001: 
139) states, 'Health was no longer seen as a private domain where individuals were free 
to make lifestyle choices, but rather as a collective issue where citizens had rights to 
health care, guaranteed by strong government action and funding'. Current government 
policy therefore attempts to strike 'a new balance ... a third way ... linking individual 
and wider action (OH, 1999a). As Pascall (2003: 397) concludes, 'The emphasis on 
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individuals improving their own health remains, but governments now acknowledge the 
difficulties arising from poverty ... as well as the link between health inequality and 
social inequality'. The HfA ethos is therefore retained in New Labour policy, with 
Health 21, an aspect of Agenda 21, the latest incarnation of HfA, sharing its core values 
and beliefs, but with a greater emphasis on policy implementation founded on evidence-
based research data or 'what works'. However, implementing policies to tackle poor 
health at the local level has proved problematic (Evans, 2003; Hunter, 1983). 
Analysis: the national context 
The core policy themes of the New Labour term in office, including education, health 
and social inclusion, coupled with the core mode of governance around thematic 
working, such as incentivised partnerships and the control mechanisms of conditional 
funding and auditing, has in effect re-positioned the DCMS within central-central 
relations, giving greater weight to elite sport interests (Green, 2004a; Green and 
Houlihan, 2005a), but also seeking to locate sport as an instrument in meeting core 
policy objectives. Nevertheless, Game Plan notes that although reference is made to 
physical activity (inclusive of sport) in health policy documents, such as Saving Lives: 
Our Healthier Nation (OH, 1999a), it is not viewed as a priority. Subsequent efforts at 
achieving central coordination and cooperation have arguably had variable success on 
the larger, more coherent and better resourced policy sectors continue to set the agenda. 
Rowe et al (2004: 26) argue that the achievement of social and behavioural change 
required for health gains to materialise 'requires a step change in the attitude of the 
Department of Health and public health providers at regional and local level'. The 
authors state that Sport cannot achieve these outcomes on its own, and it is 'Health' that 
must place physical activity (including sport) higher on its list of priorities and back up 
its commitment with 'real resources'. The new Activity Coordination Team (ACT) 
emerging from the Game Plan recommendations is seen as a 'crucial player' in raising 
the profile of physical activity and sport across government and particularly within the 
OH. Notably, Rowe et al (2004: 19) state, 'It is important for Sport England to keep its 
unique identity as the leading sports development agency whilst still being seen to be a 
key player in the physical activity and health agenda. In order to achieve this positioning 
it is proposed that Sport England ... (as part of its funding agreement with the DCMS) 
set a target based on 'sports contribution to overall physical activity levels required for 
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health'. Moreover, 'Sport must grasp this opportunity by having its case well prepared 
and by being able to demonstrate with evidence that it is ready to respond to the 
challenge and that it is capable of delivering the required outcomes' (Rowe et ai, 2004: 
26). A broader definition of 'sport' than that conceived of in the elite sport policy area is 
adopted to create the basis of a relationship with the health sector, with the DCMS 
recognising that 'it is increased physical activity ... as much as participation in 
competitive team sports alone, which delivers improved health benefits to a wider range 
of individuals' (DCMS, 2002: 52). 
The difficulty however appears to be in convincing sport interests in local authorities 
and the voluntary sector to take up this challenge, given their own embedded set of 
interests, and in the case of Liverpool, resistance to central government policy dictat. 
The response of both local authority Leisure Services in Liverpool, within which Sport 
Services is located, and the voluntary sector for sport/recreation, has been mixed, but 
where it has been responsive, it has primarily been for the instrumental benefits that the 
new relationships can offer (see case study to follow). At the national level, the CCPR, 
representing the voluntary sector, produced the policy statement Saving Lives, Saving 
Money: Physical activity - the best buy in public health (CCPR, 2003). Its 
recommendations include a cross-departmental strategy for joined-up funding and 
action; a promotional campaign for GPs highlighting the health benefits of physical 
activity; and guidelines for partnership-working between PCTs and sports providers. In 
sum, the CCPR assert that government should invest in programmes to promote sport 
and physical activity, via an emphasis on preventative health. 
Further, the CCPR argue that a small shift in the health budget would 'create a step 
change in sports provision and health promotion', and further add that 'The Government 
needs to ensure that sport is funded through the budgets for health, education, social 
inclusion and crime reduction - a simplified cross departmental funding source' (CCPR, 
2000: 7) to replace the fragmented system of financing as currently exists. In these 
respects, the CCPR is very much 'on message' with central government objectives, 
indicating a willingness of 'sport' (or at least the CCPR) to engage with the health 
agenda, perhaps for instrumental reasons of its own, such as recognition, legitimacy, 
funding acquisition, and organisational survival. In contrast, other sports bodies may 
view these changes as counter-productive for sport-specific interests and perceive a 
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reduction in autonomy from government interests and interventions. Robson (2001) 
notes that many organisations used the Active for Life campaign to promote their own 
specific activities including sport, although the campaign was far from sport-specific. 
Sport therefore is viewed as being able to make a greater contribution to health 
objectives when it is part of a range of organised and informal activities in both indoor 
and outdoor settings. Changes in local authority provision are therefore required where a 
focus exists on traditional sport-specific provision. In this respect, Game Plan argues 
that local authorities should offer 'a wide variety of accessible opportunities', or 'active 
recreation for health purposes'. Changes to structural and funding arrangements are 
intended to ensure local authorities prioritise central government key policy objectives 
and where resistance is found, conditional funding via government directed 
partnerships, or simply bypassing local government control, is sought. 
Despite the risk of non-cooperation, Robson (2001:133-4) states that there has been an 
emergence of 'healthy alliances' in some areas of the UK, observing, 'Prom a position 
of suspicion several years ago, healthcare professionals have developed an appreciation 
of the advantages of working with partners outside the health service, often including 
local authority sports development officers'. Robson (2001: 137) argues that, 'Por 
perhaps the first time, operational (sport-based) staff would have the political tool with 
which to persuade senior managers less sympathetic to the cause'. He also observes how 
sports development professionals seized the opportunity to draw the attention of those 
working at a strategic level in the health care services and who had access to financial 
power and responsibility for purchasing services to their work. 
The next section of this chapter focuses on the policy process for sport, physical activity 
and health policy, and on the pattern of interests and influence that has affected policy 
change in Liverpool with a particular focus on LCC and partner organisations. Pirst, a 
health profile of the city is documented; second, the evolution of the emerging 
relationship between sport and health is outlined, with sections on policymaking, 
implementation and evaluation; and third, an analysis of the policy process is 
undertaken to underpin an explanation of policy change in Chapter 9. The analysis is 
founded on document analysis and interviews with personnel across both policy areas. 
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Sport and health policy in Liverpool 
Introduction 
In the NW region, 45% of the population live in wards that fall within the top 20% of 
the most deprived wards in the country and six of the top ten most deprived wards in the 
country are also in the NW region (National Statistics Online: Census 2001). One key 
element of social deprivation is poor health, in regard to which, the North-West NHS 
region has the lowest life expectancy for both men and women exists of any region of 
England; 21 % of the population experience long-term illness; and the region has the 
highest standard mortality ratio for CHD (Cavill et ai, 2005; Stratton et aI, 2005). Sport 
England NW add that 70% of the population do not take enough exercise to benefit their 
health, and only 32.8% of the adult population in the NW undertakes 30 minutes of 
moderate physical activity on five occasions per week, and this may not include 'sport' 
at all (Sport England NW, 2004). Further, research in Liverpool found that 50% of boys 
and 40% of girls at age 11 years are overweight, with 5% of all children surveyed 
classified as clinically obese (Sportslinx survey, LCC 2000a). The LCC sport policy 
statement On the Right Track (LCC, 1997) cites research by Liverpool JMU that reveals 
relatively low levels of physical activity in Liverpool's primary schools, claiming a 
likely 'health time bomb'. 
In sum, sports and health bodies in the NW region, the Merseyside area and Liverpool 
specifically face difficult challenges if the health targets set out in Game Plan (DCMS, 
2002) and those for the NHS (Audit Commission, 2003) are to be realised. The targets 
also need to be placed in the context that by 2020, 50% of the NW popUlation will be 
aged 50 or over (SENW, 2004). Of note is that SENW accept that the Game Plan 
targets are 'unrealistic', and the Regional Plan for Sport (SENW, 2004) therefore sets a 
more modest target of 50% participation in 'moderate physical activity' in the NW by 
2020. A senior Sport England NW representative (interviewee 17, 9th August, 2005) 
stated that Game Plan targets are 'a massive challenge ... I'm not totally convinced 
myself'. That is, given current resources and infrastructure for sport and SENW's 
budget. 
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The organisational and funding structures for sport and health in the NW and Liverpool 
are complex where the areas of overlap between sport and health are largely nascent 
(see figure 8). 
Figure 8: Sport and health: the organisational infrastructure 
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Replicating the organisational arrangements at central government level, with the 
introduction of the ACT, at the regional level, a North-West Physical Activity Task 
Force (P ATF) has been established, made up of members of the NWSB, Department of 
Health, Health Development Agency and strategic health authorities. Sport England 
NW and at county level, the Merseyside Sport Partnership, have input into the regional 
agenda. Further, education bodies feed into the network in regard to physical activity in 
schools, inclusive of sport and physical education. At the local level, the LEA, YST, 
SSCs and Universities represent the education sector, and a number of voluntary and 
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private sector bodies make up a complex network based around sport, physical activity 
and health policy. In terms of strategy, the PATF core management group oversee both 
the regional plans for sport and health. 
The evolution of sport and health policy 
Links between sport and health bodies in Liverpool are not new. In fact, a Health and 
Recreation Team was set up in 1984 that attempted to forge links with health and 
exercise promotion through the Regional Health Authority at the time in one of the 
national demonstration projects (Sports CouncillHEA, 1992). However, this and 
subsequent experimental initiatives failed to acquire systemic embeddedness, as noted 
by interviewee 31 (the Senior Health Promotion Officer at Liverpool PCT) who 
observed many such initiatives and the temporary interest of health professionals during 
periods of 'crisis' around low physical activity and poor health. As of 2006, the newly 
formed North West Sports Board (NWSB) is set to lead on cross-cutting issues 
including sport's contribution to health, in line with DCMS priorities. The NWSB has 
significant representation from the health sector, including the Regional Director of 
Public Health in the Government Office for the North West (GONW), and the Director 
of Public Health for Cumbria and Lancashire Strategic Health Authority. The NWSB 
produced a Regional Delivery Plan for Sport (NWSB, 2004) with seven overarching 
'themes' including 'Sport and Health', and notably, 'enhancing the sporting 
infrastructure' is the sole sport-specific theme with key targets in the plan matching 
those established in Game Plan (DCMS, 2002). Further, the plan for sport is closely 
linked through a new delivery structure to the regional health strategy. At the sub-
regional level, five County Sports Partnerships are established in the NW, including the 
Merseyside Sport Partnership (MSP) that is chaired by a senior NWSB representative 
(interviewee 39, 21 SI February, 2006). Also, Sport England's latest strategy (SENW, 
2004) has a significant focus on health in line with Game Plan (DCMS, 2002). Sport 
England (NW) (regional communication, December, 2003: 5) state that, 'Sport England 
has agreed a considerable role for sport (in) the prevention of ill-health. Sport will take 
the lead on a range of key actions that will place us higher on the health agenda and 
bring a range of agencies closer to sport' . 
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Sport England (NW) in The North West Plan for Sport 2004-2008 (SENW, 2004: 2) 
state that, 'The need to develop the sporting infrastructure is now being recognised by 
other significant sectors', including health, without which, it is argued meeting health 
targets is unrealistic. The plan includes a section on 'Improving Health and Well-
Being', where the focus is on targeting areas of 'greatest health needs' and largest health 
inequalities, underpinned by the shared belief that encouraging sedentary people to do a 
modest amount of exercise will reap the greatest health benefit. The plan therefore 
follows national policy core direction, and in terms of regional policy, makes particular 
reference to, and takes its lead from, the 'physical activity, exercise and sport' section of 
the Investmentfor Health: A Plan for North West England (GONW, 2003), identifying 
the potential contributions of both the health sector and a 'sport/physical activity sector' 
in the NW. Further, a growing emphasis on health education and promotion in schools 
through School Sport Partnerships is emerging (see Chapter 6) and local authority 
leisure/recreation services are also expected to deliver health goals through sport and 
physical activity programmes, working in partnership with the Liverpool PCT and other 
agencies. 
Alongside sport, the organisational framework for health in the NW includes direct 
government representation at the regional level in the form of the NW Public Health 
Team, part of the DH and based in the GONW. Investment for Health: A Plan for North 
West England (GONW, 2003) focuses on how the DH and NHS can work in partnership 
with other agencies across the region to improve health and reduce health inequalities. It 
closely complements the national strategy, Tackling Health Inequalities: A Programme 
for Action (DH, 2003). In a multi-agency policy environment, a regional Health 
Development Agency (HDA) and three Strategic Health Authorities (SHAs) span the 
NW region known as Public Health Networks (PHNs). Six local authorities make up the 
county of Merseyside each with a health department, and there are nine PCTs in 
Merseyside, with three in Liverpool (formerly part of the HAZ). Importantly, policies 
must 'fit' the overarching policy rationale and political and economic objectives of the 
NW Regional Assembly and NW Regional Development Agency. Further replicating 
central government cross-cutting working practices via ACT, the two policy areas of 
sport and health in the NW, formed the Health and Physical Activity Forum 
(NWHPAF), in 2000, from an existing issue network that had acted informally since 
1992. The 2003 conference Towards 2020: meeting the physical activity challenge 
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focused on delivery of health/physical activity targets as stated in Game Plan (DCMS, 
2002). In Liverpool, interviewees recognised Liverpool First for Health as the key 
agency overseeing public health policy and cross-cutting strategies led by the local 
authority (interviewees 14, 15 and 19), PCT (interviewee 31), and partners working 
across the sectors in area-based initiatives (interviewee 29). 
The most notable change locally in the last decade has been the disbanding of the HAZ. 
Merseyside was awarded HAZ status in 1999, the largest of the area-based initiatives, 
with the most complex partnership arrangements, including four health and five (now 
six) local authorities. MHAZ therefore acted within the city-wide Neighbourhood 
Renewal Strategy with programmes delivered through local health partnerships via a 
Health Improvement Plan. MHAZ funded approximately 130 interventions, the majority 
of which were CHD programmes. MHAZ was managed by Liverpool First, who act as 
the 'strategic issue partnership', itself reporting to the Liverpool Partnership Group, in 
charge of city-wide strategy, where membership of the MHAZ consisted of the PCTs, 
LCC and voluntary sector representation. 
As of May 2003, the HAZs were disbanded, with the responsibilities for strategic 
planning transferred to Cheshire and Merseyside strategic partnership and 
responsibilities for health promotion initiatives including physical activity programmes, 
transferred to the PCTs. The remaining MHAZ funding, agreed until March 2006, was 
administered through the nine area PCTs. In addition, delivery across Merseyside 
consisted of nine PCTs, 16 NHS Trusts, six local authorities, the Strategic Healthy 
Authority, two Community Health Councils, three Universities, and numerous voluntary 
sector agencies. Sport England North-West (2004) have attempted to clarify the role of 
sport and health agencies subsequent to the demise of the HAZ. Figure 9 illustrates 
these roles. 
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Figure 9: The North-West plan for sport and physical activity 
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Analysis: the local context 
The key issue to emerge from the empirical research is the significant impact of changes 
to the organisational and funding context on: first, relationships between interests that 
span the sport and health policy areas; second, on the capacity for innovation and 
change; and third, on the strategic response of policy actors in seeking to build capacity 
to further influence the policy process. Thus policy can be defined as a strategic 
response to a set of structural conditions that mediate action where changes to that 
structure both facilitate and constrain policy change. This appears to be the case in 
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Liverpool in respect of contemporary policy concerns in and around sport, physical 
activity and public health. 
Interviewee 31 (21't November, 2005) notes that the health sector in Liverpool is 
hierarchical, with strong elements of top-down governance, identifying the key bodies 
with influence on health policy as Liverpool First for Health, the regional Merseyside 
and Cheshire Strategic Health Authority and the Public Health Teams in GORs, adding 
that it is the Department of Health (OH) that is steering policy. Interviewee 15 observed 
that it is Liverpool First for Health who 'control the agenda' locally with Sport and 
Recreation Services having little autonomy. Interviewee 31 also noted the auditing role 
of another government agency, the HDA. Within this structural context, interviewee 31 
notes that primary care was the 'poor relation' in Liverpool but of late secondary care 
organisations and actors are beginning to appreciate the value of PCT work if only in 
terms of 'reducing their workload'. 
HAZs were expected to produce innovative ways of tackling long-standing problems 
with a focus on 'what works'. However, as noted by Armitage and Povall (2003: 30), 
'with a change of minister, the focus became more on NHS priorities and health 
services', highlighting the significance of 'ministerial activism' in the policy process 
(Taylor, 1997). A shift is highlighted between the 'bottom-up' to the 'top down' 
governance in the MHAZ, a tension that compromised the capacity of the initiative to 
deliver health objectives. Armitage and Povall (2003) argue that institutional re-
organisation, with the formation of Local Strategic Partnerships and the demise of 
Health Authorities, compromised the work of the HAZ, with long-term planning 
problematic where the continued funding and the very existence of HAZs was being 
called into question. Further, Armitage and Povall (2003) evaluated policy 
implementation in the MHAZ and in particular the difficulties of translating policy into 
practice within a 'turbulent institutional and policy environment' (Bauld and Judge, 
2002). 
Interviewee 31 recounts how because there was limited scope for innovation within 
existing structures prior to the introduction of the HAZ, the idea of the HAZ was one of 
increasing the capacity for innovation at a local level, particularly in regard to tackling 
health inequalities. In respect of sport, HAZ sport-based projects focused on areas of 
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socio-economic deprivation and targeted specific social groups. However, this 
innovation was resisted by the embedded Liverpool Health Authority according to 
interviewee 31, stating 'never the twain shall meet' and adding that 'The view (of senior 
local authority personnel) was that the Health Authority was too big' and a conservative 
force as regards policy change. In part these views arose out of concerns over 
duplication and 'who pays for services', with joint commissioning emerging as a result. 
Further, few projects that emerged out of the HAZ were mainstreamed within LCC 
service structures. 
Subsequently, in 2002, three PCTs were established in Liverpool that had differing 
responsibilities with funding allocations relating to local population and demographic 
factors. Interviewee 31 observed that 'some PCTs found it difficult to innovate' and the 
costs of running three separate PCTs with three Chief Executives and three Boards were 
high. In 2004, the PCTs were re-organised and were now area-based covering all areas 
of responsibility with one Chief Executive and Board overseeing the processes. 
However, the PCTs are to be dissolved and a Liverpool-wide 'Health Authority' 
reinstated from 2006. The significance of these structural changes is in the impact on 
relationships with sport and education and other sectors and on the fledgling thematic 
networks that cut across policy sectors. The PCT and LCC now have joint-funded posts 
working to agreed goals with thematic working the outcome, e.g. interviewee 19 leads 
the city-wide Active City Strategy (LCC, 2005) that aims to meet a target of a 1 % 
increase in participation in physical activity per annum, but this type of working 'will 
take a long time to get into place' notes interviewee 31, and funding for Active City, that 
provides an over-arching framework for a number of health-related sport-based 
programmes, is not guaranteed beyond 2008 notes interviewee 19. 
Interviewee 19 (12th August, 2005) states that the 'main difficulty is around mainstream 
funding ... and avoiding producing documents that sit on the shelf'. For example, the 
Active City strategy (LCC, 2005) is supported by funding that is only in place until 
2007, although the strategy itself is for the period 2006-10. He notes that Sport Services 
within LCC has accessed NRF monies to support this city-wide strategy that links a 
number of initiatives through a partnership with the PCTs. Funding for health is 
generally organised on a three-year cycle and health funding cycles do not necessarily 
link to sport policy funding cycles which can cause difficulties, as noted by interviewee 
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31. Projects that have been main streamed include Exercise for Health (PCT/LCC), 
Cardiac Rehab (PCTILCC/Secondary Care organisations), Walking for Health (PCT) 
and REACT (PCT). However, many initiatives are funded on a short-term basis, subject 
to re-applications. Interviewee 31 notes that for physical activity initiatives, 'Short-term 
funding is a nightmare ... you are just about ready to go when the funding runs out', 
adding that projects can take up to six months to establish, including building a network. 
Hence, as with LCC Sport and Recreation Services, interviewee 31 uses the 'magnet 
funding' approach, attracting new funding based on small scale successes, then rolling-
out initiatives, e.g. walking and cycling schemes, and is therefore required to be 
innovative in order to access the multitude of funding streams that exist for health, e.g. 
links to green transport initiatives, monies from the Countryside Agency, and NRF. 
Thus, funding acquisition is a process of ongoing negotiation. Interviewee 29 (14th 
November, 2005) agrees that funding is sustained through a process of negotiation 
around targets and outcomes. In this respect, the PCT has established a marketing team 
to help 'sell' its services and access funding. Interviewee 31 concludes that 'You can 
have as much good will in the world as you like but it's always about money ... 
(therefore) people have to invest' (longer-term). 
Active City (LCC, 2006) incorporates existing programmes that link 'sport' and health 
including Lifestyle gyms, based in existing LCC-run leisure centres. On the Right Track 
(LCC, 1997: 45-47) identifies a significant potential role for 'sport' in health policy, in 
stating that the 'single biggest growth area' has been 'demand for structured exercise 
related activities', such as aerobics, leading to the conversion ofleisure centre spaces to 
Lifestyle gyms. Interviewee 19 notes that in the early 1990s, most leisure facilities were 
'cheap and cheerful' with the facilities being male-dominated. In contrast, the newer 
sites have focused more on women, health, and changing lifestyles, with a shift to 
cardiovascular exercise and away from a 'body building and weights culture'. In 1993, 
the leisure centre in Fazakerly became the first Lifestyles gym and by 2006, there are 13 
lifestyles centres across the city. Interviewee 19 states that the larger sites make profit to 
re-invest in areas of sport/recreation service 'deficits'. Within Lifestyle gyms, 
programmes are coordinated by Liverpool Health Authority and funded via NRF 
monies. However, it is assumed that the greatest impact on health can be achieved in the 
school setting (Wold and Henry, 1998). Hence, the latest developments include links 
between health bodies and Specialist Sport Colleges in establishing after-school multi-
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activity clubs as thematic working between Education, Health and SportiRecreation 
gathers momentum within Lee. 
The most notable local authority 'health through sport' project in Liverpool however is 
the Sportslinx programme. This programme dates back to 1996, post the Olympics 
where the Great Britain team performed poorly (although the Liverpool-based 
contingent performed well). The programme originally had a sport-specific focus 
following consultation with the local authority sport-specific SDOs, and concentrated on 
talent identification and development at the grass-roots, with interviewee 14 (3 rd August, 
2005) noting that in 1996 'the key question was how to structure and develop 
opportunities locally' in line with talent identification and development objectives. An 
ex-MSP representative (interviewee 11,21" July, 2005) confirmed that at the inception 
of the initiative, the Lee priorities were 'elite sport', but Sportslinx has since evolved 
into a health promotion tool in response to factors such as changed spending priorities 
of central government towards health. The manager of the Sportslinx programme 
(interviewee 14) notes that the shift to a health promotion emphasis 'opened a can of 
worms' and 'raised questions of capacity' in meeting health and sport objectives, noting 
that in 1996 the structures were not in place to deliver this type of initiative, and even a 
decade later, 'capacity building is still ongoing'. Essentially the programme monitors 
health-related fitness in young people, in addition to providing guidance on health, 
fitness and nutrition with the overall emphasis on developing the concept and practice of 
'long term participant development' (Lee, 2003a). 
Sportslinx is the first example of thematic working involving SportiRecreation within 
Lee and has 'helped put sport on the map' adds interviewee 14. The scheme is 
primarily funded through the NOF, NRF, and Sure Start, all non-sport specific 'funding 
pots' and includes almost 100 schools in Liverpool. However, interviewee 15 (3rd 
August, 2005) notes that Sportslinx is also affected by budget cuts within Sport and 
Recreation, leading to cuts in staff and facility closures, and this has had an impact on 
capacity building. Interviewee 7 (3rd March, 2005) adds in respect of local capacity that 
Sportslinx is possible in part because of the city's university resources, specifically 
JMU, without which is could not be delivered. Given the context in which the scheme 
operates, its sustainability is questionable, particularly as the programme, despite being 
highlighted by Lee as a 'success story' and further cited as a key component of a wider 
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emphasis on grass-roots sport development (interviewee 37, 13th February, 2006) is still 
not mainstreamed after a decade, although it is to be mainstreamed within council 
services by 2006 indicating belated recognition of its relative success. 
Although the Lifestyles and Sportslinx programmes are highlighted in the work of Lee, 
interviewee 19 (12th August, 2005) states that the GP (Exercise) Referral scheme was 
the catalyst that brought the health and sport sectors together in Liverpool. Lee was one 
of the first to develop GP referral schemes that have now been rolled-out across the city. 
Interviewee 19 adds that the scheme changed the relationship between the public and 
the private sector regarding preventative interventions, through freeing-up doctor's time, 
although there were 'difficulties at first in the medical professionals understanding sport 
science professionals'. The initiative is partnership based, with Lee Leisure Services 
linking with the Liverpool Health Promotion Service and the three peTs in the city. The 
programme targets the most sedentary element of the popUlation where consultation 
with a GP leads to referral to the scheme that is implemented via a network of fitness 
professionals working in leisure centres or gyms. However, interviewee 29 notes that 
sport and health initiatives 'in the past... produced duplication and mis-
communication', citing the scheme as an example. Nonetheless, interviewee 29 adds 
that currently 'Sport ticks all the health boxes and meets targets' and organisational 
relations have improved as a consequence. 
Another programme of note that now sits within the Active City framework is Healthy 
Schools where Liverpool was one of the first cities to become 'Healthy Schools' 
nationally accredited receiving its accreditation in 2000. However, the Senior 
Effectiveness Officer overseeing the initiative (interviewee 25) states that the initiative 
'needs a lot more work' and is in a re-development stage as of 2006. Penney and Evans 
(1999) trace the evolution of health education in schools. 'Health promoting schools', 
an idea that emerged from World Health Organisation (cf. WHO, 1986), leading to the 
establishment of the European Network of Health Promoting Schools in 1992, and to 
aspirational policy statements by the European Parliament such as to 'encourage the 
establishment throughout the community of pilot projects which adopt a comprehensive 
approach to health education by involving not only schools but also... local 
communities, sports clubs, voluntary services etc' (European Parliament, cited in St 
Leger, 1998). An integration of these programmes has begun to emerge, with, for 
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example, Sportslinx now closely linked to Healthy Schools, in part as a response to the 
failings of the Healthy Schools initiative and its duplication of health promotion work 
(as noted by interviewee 25). 
More problematic is the relationship between health and sports development within 
LCC, where few links exist, given the performance sport or elite sports development 
focus and the relatively minimal focus on community sport development (see Chapter 
5). Nonetheless, interviewee 22 (24th August, 2005) confirms that LCC raise awareness 
of health issues through a programme of running events, utilising Liverpool's 'strong 
culture of jogging and road running' (LCC, 1997: 46), and interviewee 12 (22nd 
February, 2005) detailed the strong links to boxing, with the obesity issue addressed via 
the 'Make the Weight' scheme. 'Swimming offers the greatest opportunities to meet 
health objectives' in the view of interviewee 19, with the concept of 'free swimming to 
under 16s' supported and introduced by LCC in 2004 but not continued in 2005 due to 
the loss of income noted which could not be subsidised further given budget reductions 
to Leisure Services. Clearly, there is little strategic planning linking sports development 
with health, more a series of improvised short-term arrangements to draw down 
government funding, with 'health priorities' fitted in to existing structures and priorities. 
The voluntary sector by contrast, is 'not equipped to access non-sport funding sources' 
according to interviewee 2 (6th December, 2004). Further, in the voluntary sector, a 
series of interviews revealed little interest in health gains through sport, with 
interviewee 32 (1 st December, 2005), for example, noting that for tennis, 'we don't 
consider that (health) at all' . 
Policy change can be viewed as incremental where, as interviewee 31 noted, the GP 
Referral scheme has grown through a series of 'big pushes' where 'it depends on the 
flavour of the month' reflecting shifting central government policy priorities and media 
concerns such as obesity. She adds that the history of public health is one of shifts in 
foci over time that only temporarily invigorate and re-invigorate programmes such as 
GP Referral schemes and which indicate a lack of systemic embeddedness and little will 
to engage with the 'sport' or the health promotion services within a health sector 
dominated by post-care interests. New initiatives bring new funding to the sport and 
health sectors, and with it, a scramble to acquire it. Initiatives then peter out as the issue 
matures in the issue attention lifecyc1e (Downs, 1972), the funding streams dry-up, 
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arguably leaving minimal sustainable impact on health or physical activity and sports 
participation. Although embedding the health/sport partnerships in an existing network 
of power relations has proved to be an incremental process, Armitage and Povall (2003) 
take an optimistic view that a 'coalition' has emerged from the MHAZ based on the 
shared goal of reducing health inequalities, including sympathetic individuals within 
statutory organisations, which is considered important to policy development (Adams 
and Cunning, 2002). These interests were therefore anticipated to move the agenda 
forward in and through PCTs, and further, policy learning from the MHAZ will occur. 
However, interviewee 29 believes that it was the disbanding of the MHAZ and creation 
of the area-based PCTs that was the catalyst for the development of a more sustainable 
cross-sector relationship between sport and health. 
The need for thematic working was recognised as early as 1997. However, for example, 
On the Right Track (LCC, 1997: 3-4) highlighted the potential role for sport in health 
gains, noting that, 'Service providers, in partnership with health services clearly have a 
central role to play in encouraging and enabling people to increase their levels of 
physical activity, and in doing so enjoy the positive health outcomes'. Moreover, On the 
Right Track (LCC, 1997) identifies key issues, priority tasks and the key players in a 
'framework for action' in utilising sport for health gains. A growing number of 
partnerships for sportJhealth are noted in the document too, including the establishment 
of the Physical Activity Promotion Group (PAPG) that mirrors the NWHPAF at the 
regional level. Defining the role of PAPG is seen as a 'priority task', where Liverpool 
Health Authority and Sport and Recreation Services are 'key players', alongside the 
Leisure DSO, Education Directorate, Social Services Directorate, Healthy Cities Unit, 
Health Start Ltd, JMU and representation from the voluntary sector (On the Right Track, 
LCC, 1997). However, despite these insights and recommendations, it has taken nearly 
a decade for thematic working to gather momentum. This timescale raises questions 
concerning the relative value placed on sport and physical activity by those in positions 
of influence within the Health sector, for example. A senior Sport England 
representative (interviewee 17, 9th August, 2005) notes that Health sector 
representatives 'will switch-off if you talk about sport ... (they are) more receptive to the 
physical activity message'. 
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Instrumental in developing thematic working have been individuals, with interviewee 5 
(lsth February, 2005) observing that the links between Sport, Health and Education 
came out of dialogue with the then Merseyside Sports Association (now MSP) with 
former Head (interviewee 11) identified as a key 'broker' in this regard. However, 
without systemic embeddedness coupled with a resistance to change within both sectors, 
brokers have had little success, up until the recent restructuring by central government, 
where a cross-sector perspective has become fashionable. Where a relationship between 
health and sport has emerged, it appears to be in part based on the long-standing 
relationship between personnel in Leisure Services and former LCC personnel now 
working in the health sector, notably interviewees 19 and 31 respectively. What is 
notable is that both LCC and the PCTs have worked closely with interviewee 4 of the 
SAZ, a key policy intermediary between the two sectors. 
The interests most resistant to change are arguably GPs in the health sector, who exert 
significant influence over health policy (Ham, 2004) and elements of the local authority 
with influence over sport and health. However, several interviewees observed that a 
number of joint roles are emerging across sport and health with some staff positions 
joint-funded. Interviewee 19 states that a framework for 'joined-up delivery' is 
emerging, linking sport/recreation services, Heads of PE, PDMs and Children's 
Services. Interviewee 19 adds that physical activity has an impact on all portfolios 
within LCC, and it is at LPG level that health campaigns are brought together (physical 
activity, obesity, smoking), with Liverpool First for Health a sub-committee of LPG 
from where the Active City strategy emerged. Further, a steering group has been created 
within LCe across portfolios including all relevant councillors. The Head of Leisure 
Services (interviewee 35) noted that Leisure Services had developed a constructive 
relationship with Health and, given the declining leisure budget, this relationship offered 
opportunities to access health funding streams. Further, the current Head of MSP 
(interviewee 2) and a NWSB representative (interviewee 39) noted that the process of 
enhancing thematic working or 'cross-fertilisation' with thematic groups is ongoing and 
of late based on themes in NW Sports Plan (SENW, 2004). 
Interviewee 19 noted the importance of the key framework document Every Child 
Matters (DIES, 2005a) which resulted in a recent re-structuring within LCC designed to 
bring Education, Health and Sport projects such as Sportslinx together, thematically, to 
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create Children's Services. Further, to encourage and embed thematic working within 
local authorities, central government require sport services to demonstrate an impact on 
health objectives within the emerging Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) 
framework (see Chapter 5), and this will be audited and tied to funding allocations. 
Within Leisure Services however, the three service areas (sports development, facility 
management and Parks) attempt to retain their distinctive policy priorities where 
possible, treating 'health initiatives' as a separate policy concern. Interviewee 19 notes 
that previous LCe sport/recreation policy and practice has not increased participation 
and therefore he suspects SportiRecreation Service priorities will need to 'change 
significantly' to accommodate thematic goals for 'Sport'. Although it is claimed in a 
draft of the latest Sport and Recreation strategy, Realising the Potential (LCC, 2003a: 
21), that remains unpublished to date, that 'the health and well being of the nation and 
the medals won at elite level are in fact a by-product of the same system', in practice 
there remains little integrated policymaking or implementation to support such a claim. 
Moreover, and central to the policy document is the acknowledgment of Game Plan's 
objective of 'a major increase in participation, primarily because of the significant 
health benefits and growing costs of inactivity' (LCC, 2003a: 6).Whether this belief is 
shared in the wider sport policy area is debatable. What is clear however is the 
willingness of senior personnel to follow the national policy line. 
A stronger cross-sector relationship has further emerged as national policy change for 
school sport has taken shape, with interviewee 31 stating that the introduction of SSCs 
has been helpful in providing additional funding and staff to deliver health through 
sport/PE. In fact Liverpool was the pilot for the Health Promoting Schools Award that 
led to a greater focus on health education in curriculum design including for the NCPE. 
Further, funding for Active Playgrounds (Primary schools) has made a difference 
interviewee 21 added and in terms of building local capacity, new funding for the 
training for school staff around health has taken place. Successful implementation 
'depends if schools are on board ... support of the Heads is crucial' (interviewee 29). 
However, the relationship can be affected by teaching specialisms notes interviewee 33 
(6th January, 2006). 
261 
At the core of these new alliances is a policy concern with promoting health, 
particularly in schools. However, as Penney and Evans (1999: 131) conclude, 'There 
remain tensions and contradictions between the discourses of sport and health in relation 
to physical education and neither politicians nor members of physical education 
professional associations seem particularly eager or able to resolve them'. Fox (1986: 
10) states that 'Although health-related concepts should always be reinforced through 
other activities, they will always remain incidental and superficial unless at some point 
they provide the central focus in a distinct programme of study'. The Sport and Physical 
Activity Alliances in Liverpool may be able to offer this distinct focus. On the other 
hand, the introduction of health objectives into schools may prove problematic given the 
increasing focus in schools on elite sport interests (see Chapter 6). 
The policy process is further mediated by the capacity of the local infrastructure to 
deliver policy priorities. Interviewee 31 notes that networks are central for advocacy 
with levels of staff expertise critical for delivery, adding that the voluntary sector is 
important 'but you need a backbone of designated people' (full-time public sector 
professionals) to enact policy. Moreover, she notes that difficulties arise with new 
appointments where personnel can be 'over-stretched' by competing agendas, 
particularly in the spaces between sector priorities. Interviewee 29 adds that issues 
affecting policy implementation include the relatively high staff turnover in the policy 
area; impact being difficult to determine beyond participation statistics and SUbjective 
feedback from participants; and political factors such as the relative strength of support 
from councillors and voluntary sector groups; and pressure to succeed, stating 'What we 
look for are quick wins'. 
Interviewee 14 observes that in respect of sport and health, 'Partnerships have started to 
happen ... people are starting to follow one plan and direction ... (and to) pool 
resources'. In particular, she notes that Head teachers have welcomed sport -based health 
initiatives. Interviewee 33 concludes that the 'Sport-Health link could be improved ... 
and the agenda more in the open', indicating some distrust across the sectors. However, 
other interviewees stressed that although there is an emerging macro-level agreement on 
policy aspirations, there remain significant difficulties of putting policy into practice 
given the embedded interests and priorities within both the Sport and Health sectors. 
The areas for disagreement in this type of partnership include who is responsible for 
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funding initiatives; who has authority in the policy process; who gains the status, 
recognition and rewards associated with the initiative (or 'who takes the blame' for 
policy failure); and what should be measured as proof of policy success. Moreover, 
questions are likely as to which sports should be supported and which target groups or 
areas should be the focus of the initiative. In practice, initiatives at 'ground level' tend 
in practice to be either general sports development based where health outcomes are 
assumed but rarely evaluated, or health-promotion based, where sport may play a minor 
role in practice, by comparison with general exercise or physical activity. Arguably, 
public health is significantly under-resourced in Liverpool, as is sport and recreation, 
given the enormity of the task designated to small health promotion units within PCTs. 
Interviewee 4 (the SAZ manager) states that health promotion initiatives utilising sport 
are merely 'scratching at the surface' given that for the 'hard to reach' groups, there are 
significant barriers to participation in sport and physical activity. 
The findings of this study mirror research by Coalter et al (2000), who found that 
professional groups tend to differ in their understanding of community/individual 
'needs' that present difficulties for partnership-working. Working within the 'medical 
model', GPs were focused on ensuring freedom from major illnesses, whereas health 
promotion and community development workers preferred an 'education model' with 
the focus on behavioural change, and sports development professionals adopted a 
'marketing model' in which sports/activities were utilised to increase participation rates. 
Also, where traditional sports development and leisure service provision offered a 
'product', a focus on processes of behaviour change over time were not evident. By 
contrast, heath promotion professionals focused on a 'process' where 'healthy lifestyles' 
replace inactivity over time. Further, professional disagreement existed between 
proponents of the 'education' and 'medical' models, particularly in regard to the nature 
of the evaluation process and relevant outcome measures. The absence of a shared 
professional paradigm within and between the health and sport policy areas lay at the 
heart of competing agendas, in conjunction with familiar disagreement concerning 
resource allocation, authority, responsibilities and recognition, in the context of the 
changing policy priorities of central government. 
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On the Right Track (LCC, 1997) notes a number of 'key issues' that will shape sport's 
relationship with health, including the lack of local empirical data to support initiatives. 
As of 2006, the Active City strategy could be the catalyst for a 'coordinated programme 
of action', but the evidence-base remains thin. Interviewee 2, the Head of the MSP, 
notes that data are being gathered but the data that have been acquired have not been 
used effectively to date in lobbying councillors and ministers, with much of the 
evidence anecdotal. Interviewee 2 states that 'We should be using evidence that we 
gather to say this has ... made savings on health costs'. A particular problem for the 
former MHAZ was in the representation of their work through research and evaluation, 
especially as central government preferred an 'evidence based' (investigative) research 
paradigm which measures outcomes quantitatively, whereas health promotion 
programmes tend to focus on processes as much as outcomes, and therefore use 
qualitative methods to evaluate their work, within the interactive research paradigm, 
and/or a critical (reflective) research methodology (Raphael, 2000). The central 
difficulty is in proving a causal link between health promotion initiatives that utilise 
sport and positive health gains in the popUlation targeted, particularly where many 
programmes exist simultaneously, leaving initiatives susceptible to political intervention 
such as funding withdrawal on the basis of 'weak impact' on health. The general paucity 
of research only exacerbates the problem of agreeing on policy direction and priorities. 
However, it can be argued that the key question is not what constitutes evidence as 
much as what evidence is valued by key policymakers with responsibilities for funding 
decisions and/or allocation, where it can be claimed that it is the ideological position of 
policymakers that determines the value of evidence and from where the research 
originates. 
Interviewee 31 observes how the evidence-base was poor in the past, but it is now 
stronger with funding drawn-down from secondary care sources. Links with Liverpool 
University and JMU have produced greater lobbying capacity for public health work, 
adding that health promotion organisations 'don't find the time to write up and share 
good practice'. The absence of policy and programme evaluation can be explained in 
terms of the absence of pre-initiative planning and base-line data, which reflects ad-hoc 
and short-term funding arrangements. Projects tend to exclude evaluation where 
financial resources were committed to service delivery. 
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Conclusions to the chapter 
In sum, policy where the health and sport sectors overlap appears to be made in a fog of 
disagreement about goals, causes, and means (Klein, 2003). Disagreement about goals 
can rest on values such as health for all and sport for all; objectives that often sit 
uneasily with programmes that target and prioritise specific socio-economic groups or 
areas. In Liverpool, it does not appear that for the health or sport policy areas, or in the 
spaces shared, that agreed policy objectives, feasible mechanisms and processes to meet 
objectives or adequate resources have existed historically, although a nascent policy 
community based on shared health promotion through physical activity goals may be 
slowly emerging. Further, sport and PE in schools has in practice only a limited, 
although expanding, focus on health, and voluntary sector sports bodies have no 
traditional concern with the externalities of participation such as a reduction in the costs 
of healthcare, and even less of a focus on auditing the 'health value' of their activities. 
Although interviewee 11 states that 'the arguments have changed... health is now 
supportive of the sports infrastructure' and interviewee 39 notes that 'huge strides have 
been made in recent years' in bringing the two sectors together, interviewee 4 states that 
the 'Health sector (is) not fully on board', adding that 'prevention is not a key focus in 
practice ... (despite) White Paper rhetoric and resources don't follow'. Interviewee 39 
(21 st February, 2006), a representative of the NWSB, notes the increasing participation 
in fitness and health-related exercise by comparison to the slow demise of traditional 
sports, evidenced through a growth in gym memberships in both the public and private 
sectors. In this context, the links between sport-specific organisations and the health 
sector appear to be tenuous. Where the links to 'sport' are relatively limited in practice, 
health-related programmes, such as the GP Referral scheme Exercise for Health, as 
noted by interviewee 29, have been extended beyond 'sport' to include a range of 
recreational activities in order to reach a wider audience. 
Ham (2004) concludes that for health, policy-making is pluralistic in the sense that 
many interests are involved in the policy process, but nonetheless accepts that some 
interests are more equal than others in terms of influence. 'Sport' too can be viewed as a 
policy area displaying pluralism, or at least plurality, as the dominant sport-related 
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interests in Liverpool remain sport-specific and performance related, albeit that a cluster 
of interests connected with 'development through sport' objectives has emerged over 
the last decade. The importance of sport and physical activity in health promotion has 
gained ground as issues such as obesity in young people have passed the three tests to 
survive the policy process, namely commanding attention, claiming legitimacy and 
invoking action (Soles bury, 1976). However, acquiring systemic embeddedness has not 
to date been achieved. The establishment of Sport and Physical Activity Alliances in 
April 2006 in Liverpool, supported with resources and a clarity of policy direction by 
increasingly influential bodies such as NWSB, may serve to strengthen the influence of 
interests central to the policy area spanning sport and health. 
For Sport and Recreation Services within LCC, working in partnership with health took 
the form of programmes such as Sportslinx which is controlled by Leisure Services. 
However, with health and sport sector re-organisations and funding from health attached 
to conditions, the influence of the Sport and Recreation Unit within Leisure Services 
over 'health' has weakened. With increasing central government auditing control, 
conditional funding and enforced partnerships in the health and sport sectors, and the 
spaces between policy areas, Leisure Services within LCC is forced to acquiesce, and 
evidence is this is found in the fact that Leisure Services now view their priorities within 
the context of the MSP strategy (MSP, 2006) (interviews 35 and 39). By contrast, the 
2003-08 strategy for sport has been permanently shelved (interviewee 37). If one is 
produced, it will 'mirror' the priorities as set out by the MSP, itself driven by central 
government via the NWSB and SENW, at the core of which is the policy directive 
Game Plan (DCMS, 2002). 
In sum, central government has sought to bind interests within the sport and health 
policy areas in an attempt to meet key health sector objectives and further its influence 
over local government and sports organisations. In Liverpool, there has been resistance 
to change across the two policy areas from the embedded health interests that focus on 
post-care provision and from sport-specific interests, both within and external to local 
government. Those interests concerned with pre-care public health policy and 
'development through sport' rationales have struggled to gain recognition, resources, 
autonomy and influence locally, and to a large extent this is the consequence of weak 
systemic erndeddedness in a policy environment hostile to change. In a cornplex policy 
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area that spans many interests, the role of physical activity in public health policy 
remains contested and sport stands at the margins of the debate in practice, despite the 
many policy statements and plans that seek to manufacture a consensus and evoke 
action to undermine vested interests without erecting an robust infrastructure to 
seriously challenge the dominant influences. Riley (2004: 55) is pessimistic in stating 
that the necessary changes 'won't happen through the existing infrastructure; there is 
too much baggage and too much vested interest in maintaining the status quo!' In 
essence, the response to re-structuring around health has been a mix of compliance, 
sometimes for the instrumental benefits that may be accrued, and resistance. Where 
sport interests have engaged with this policy concern, it has largely been for 
instrumental purposes. 
Note: The COE definition of 'sport' as expressed in the European Sports Charter (COE, 1993) is, 'all forms of 
physical activity which, through casual or organised participation, aim at expressing or improving physical fitness and 
mental well-being, forming social relationships or obtaining results in competition at all levels' (my italics), 
267 
Chapter 9: Discussion and conclusions 
Introduction 
This chapter is structured as follows: first, a summary analysis of sport policy in 
Liverpool is presented which identifies and reiterates a number of key themes to emerge 
from the research. Second, this chapter will relate the findings of the study to each of 
the three policy frameworks reviewed in chapter two and thereby assess their relative 
utility for explaining policy processes. This assessment is set within an analysis of the 
macro-level theoretical bases of the study: namely critical realism and neo-pluralism. It 
is contended that the findings of the study, as identified in chapters 5 to 8, cannot be 
fully captured by any single policy framework, theory or model, but those selected do 
nonetheless offer a degree of descriptive, analytical and potential explanatory utility. 
Recent studies of sport policy have drawn on these theoretical frameworks aligned to 
neo-pluralism or elite pluralism (for example, Green and Houlihan, 2005a; Houlihan, 
1997; 2005; Houlihan and White, 2002) and insights from these studies inform this 
discussion. Third, conclusions will be drawn by reference to the aim and objectives of 
this study; the key findings; and the theoretical approach taken for analysing and 
explaining the findings. 
In brief, the study found evidence of a relatively mature elite sport policy community or 
advocacy coalition, whose members include the local authority sport/recreation 
department; elite sport interests within six governing bodies for sport, representing 
athletics, boxing, football, gymnastics, swimming and tennis; and the commercial 
sponsors for each sport. A nascent policy community exists, based loosely around 
school sport and the activities of the Sport Action Zone (see chapter 6), and other 
diverse interests span a range of issue networks, including those concerned with the 
competitive grass-roots sport (a number of schools and voluntary sector bodies that may 
represent a minor advocacy coalition); conservation of playing fields (chapter 7) and 
sport's role in health promotion (chapter 8); and sport in youth work and crime 
reduction (not a specific aspect of this study). There is evidence of tensions between 
these clusters of interests in the making and implementation of policy. These tensions 
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centre on the role, remit and priorities of the sport/recreation department within LCC 
and are exacerbated by interventions from central government and its agencies. These 
themes are explored further in the following section. 
Sport policy in Liverpool: a summary 
This section identifies and evaluates the key influences shaping sport policy in 
Liverpool. A particular focus, in line with the aim of the study, is an analysis of the 
influence of local sport interests in mediating national sport policy. The dimensions of 
policy processes explored include: policy priorities; the organisational context; funding; 
relationships between policy actors; patterns of interests; and exogenous factors 
influencing policy. 
Policy priorities: influence, stability and change 
It is clear from the research that public policy for sport has been driven by Liverpool 
City Council (LCC) with minimal input from voluntary sector sport bodies. Over the 
last thirty-five years, specific policy priorities have become embedded in the decision-
making processes and organisational culture of LCC where the dominant and persistent 
policy concern locally has been elite sport, particularly around the organisation and 
delivery of events. Voluntary sector voices are acknowledged if their sport is considered 
a priority locally, albeit specific to elite sport policy concerns. Outside of this 'inner 
circle' of influence, few voices in the voluntary sector appear to be heard. Other policy 
concerns have enjoyed limited support at specific times, in part as a response to central 
government priorities of the day, and in part as a response to local events such as the 
urban unrest of the early 1980s that led to a greater focus on sport for all. However, 
there is little evidence to support a claim that a sustainable approach to investment and 
development exists in regard to community/grass-roots sport. In practice, Sport for all 
has been interpreted as providing municipal facilities and a number of programmes 
(mainly events) for young people, with little emphasis on development. School sport too 
has not received continued support from the local authority (see chapter 6). Further, 
policy concerns around the use of sport in meeting regeneration objectives, e.g. health, 
have been intermittently supported by LCe, with both resistance to this 'development 
through sport' agenda, and at times, support given to it, dependent on wider urban 
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regeneration objectives, most recently expressed through the vehicle of Capital of 
Culture. In sum, the core policy priority remains the organisation and promotion of an 
annual calendar of elite sport events to highlight the city and its local authority, 
underpinned increasingly by a commercial sector ethos. 
The Sport and Recreation department within LCC has effectively defended its core 
priorities in part through the strategic action and tactics of key policy actors within the 
department, including: creating a critical mass locally for elite sport around six specific 
sports to raise the profile of Liverpool and acquire local political support; assimilation 
of alternative local voices into existing programmes; resistance to or modification of 
central government-led sport policy priorities; ensuring policy processes remain officer-
driven in the absence of pro-active councillors; retaining control of information and 
diverting debate concerning priorities; and maintaining the resource dependency of 
voluntary sector sport bodies. Interviews with senior personnel in sport/recreation 
services revealed the department's keen awareness of political brokering. In fact, until 
the late 1990s, the sport/recreation service was managed in the style of a 'benevolent 
dictatorship' (interviewee 11, 21st July, 2005) where the voice of sport within LCC, 
through the leadership of the former Head of Sport and Recreation Services, was 
distinct. Further, the former Head of the service was able to influence policy affecting 
sport. 
However, the long-standing strategy of raising the profile of sport through events and 
sporting success in order to win political favour with local councillors has had 
diminishing success in recent years as, ironically; the political salience of sport has 
increased. The representation of sport interests within the local authority, despite re-
organisations that appeared to favour sport, by comparison with other interests, is 
relatively weak (see chapter 5), despite the recent election of a council leader who 
places a value on sport. The findings suggest that, currently, Sport and Recreation 
Services has limited control over sport policy, where a number of other departments 
within the City council increasingly shape local policy processes. These include 
Education (see chapter 6), Planning (see chapter 7), Resources (that oversees the leisure 
budget), and to a lesser extent, local health bodies (see chapter 8). Further, public-
private bodies responsible for the economic regeneration of the city including the 
Liverpool Planning Group (LPG) indirectly influence sport policy. The key reason, 
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however, for the diminishing autonomy of Sport and Recreation Services is the 
increasing influence of central government in the last five to ten years and its 
intermediaries that set the parameters within which local sport policy evolves. 
Increasing pressure from the DCMS, Sport England and regional bodies such as the 
Merseyside Sport Partnership and North-West Sport Board, backed by funding control, 
is beginning to force the service to place a greater focus on a welfare-led remit. Further, 
pressure to change priorities is likely to increase given the introduction of the 
Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) process, which requires local authority 
sport/recreation departments to work across departments and merge departmental 
priorities with those of other departments, such as education, in line with core central 
government objectives such as tackling social exclusion and poor health. 
Far from a 'hollowing out' of the state (Rhodes, 1994), it is argued that the central state 
has extended its influence given the increasing dependency of local sport interests on 
central state resources. Arguably, the introduction of the National Lottery, as noted by 
several interviewees, has had a major impact locally on the autonomy of both the local 
authority (sport service) and voluntary sector sport bodies. The 'modernisation' of local 
government has impacted on relationships between departments and between the City 
council and external bodies, particularly schools. The re-invigoration of school sport 
locally (at secondary level) in the last decade has not been the result of LCC policy, but 
central government policy, which, to an increasing extent, has bypassed local authority 
funding mechanisms in shaping of school sport. In effect, a combination of sanctions 
and inducements has been used by central government to effect change in line with its 
policy priorities. Although sport/recreation services have fought to retain control of 
local sport policy, the ongoing 'modernisation', coupled with the rising costs of 
rnaintaining local provision (facilities, playing fields, events), and the high subsidy of 
Leisure Services, creating an internal resource dependency, has significantly reduced 
the local control over sport that sport/recreation services once enjoyed. 
Nonetheless, it is clear that the old regime has resisted and continues to resist change 
and protect its interests. As a senior sports development officer (interviewee 37) stated, 
'Sport England can't make local authorities do anything'. Interviewee 11, ex-Head of 
the MSP (21 st July, 2005) concludes that a 'culture of arrogance' exists with Leisure 
Services, where 'LCC programmes [are] seen as the important ones ... worthy of 
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promotion'. As Houlihan (1997: 51) observes, 'attempts by government, or parts of 
government, to determine policy can be successful, but they are extremely difficult to 
sustain without an infrastructure of support'. In sum, the core priorities remain intact, 
whilst those areas where sport/recreation services placed little emphasis, such as 
community sport and school sport, have been subject to greater central government 
control. At the local level, Capital of Culture appeared to be an opportunity for sport to 
gain strategic influence, but sport was simply used as a tool for city re-imaging, with the 
professionalised arts lobby in particular controlling the agenda and in effect dispensing 
with the proposed 'Year of Sport' 2006. In response to its diminishing influence within 
Lee, sportlleisure has sought to form partnerships both internal and external to Lee, 
e.g. with Health, mainly the Primary Care Trust, in order to acquire funding and retain a 
focus on elite sport and event organisation. However, it has become increasingly 
difficult for sport/recreation to divert new monies towards its core priorities within an 
'auditing culture' where funding is increasingly 'ring-fenced' (see the funding section in 
chapter 5). 
The significance of policy actors: structure and agency 
A persistent theme of the findings emerged around the influence of key individuals in 
the sport policy area, who, although operating in an increasingly constrained policy 
context, have had an impact at the local level. For example, up until the late 1990s, the 
policy process for sport appears to have been strongly influenced by the former Head of 
Sport and Recreation Services (interviewee 5, 18th February, 2005). The policy priorities 
he established and embedded within the department continue to shape current priorities, 
although aspects of his innovation that were poorly embedded, such as the attempts to 
build a sustainable relationship with the voluntary sector, via the Liverpool Sports 
Forum, have fallen away. This indicates that brokering is a scarce resource in the local 
sport policy area, without which the two sectors remain polarised. 
It is also important to acknowledge the significance of the career histories of key 
personnel within Lee, almost all of whom, especially the Sport and Recreation Service 
officers, were first employed by Lee in the 1980s. One consequence is that priorities 
have become institutionalised and this, in part, explains the incremental nature of policy 
change and resistance to new ideas. Some interviewees were more specific citing senior 
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Lee officers as 'obstacles to change'. Further, interviewee 4 (the SAZ manager) notes 
that the personal preferences of individuals are important in policy processes, observing 
with other interviewees that Lee policy has been 'personality-driven', with 
'relationships and trust damaged'. Further, the appointment of personnel for key posts 
was questioned by some, suggesting nepotism, and others highlighted 'job protection' 
as the over-riding objective of the department. This is not to suggest that Lee is unified 
in a common resistance to change, but that core, long-serving personnel have not sought 
change. Further, interviewees observed that staff have been marginalised or 'moved-on' 
where their activities have not been wholly aligned to the core objectives of senior 
personnel, including, recently, the development officers for tennis and athletics. In sum, 
the culture of the department is widely perceived 'inward-looking', bureaucratic and 
embedded into a mindset of resistance. 
Although other influential individuals operating outside of LeC policy processes have 
arguably had an impact on policy in the last three to five years, up until the late 1990s, 
these alternative voices have been marginalized. For example, interviewee II (21 SI July, 
2005), who was instrumental in advocating County Sport Partnerships, met with 
significant resistance from LCC in attempting to introduce alternative priorities to those 
of elite sport in Liverpool. This is demonstrated in the collapse of Active Sports and, 
more recently, the resistance to any social policy agenda for sport unless it fitted LCe 
goals. In this respect, Green and Houlihan (2005a: 59) note, 'the expectation that ... 
welfare goals should permeate all public services has to be reconciled with the existence 
of entrenched service specific policy priorities' . 
In the last few years, where the directive capacity of senior personnel within Lec 
Leisure Services has been weakened by central government pressure, a new type of 
influential individual has emerged who operates within the spaces between competing 
interests. These policy brokers or entrepreneurs were identified by many interviewees as 
interviewee 4 (the SAZ manager), representatives of the Merseyside Sport Partnership, 
interviewee 2 (61h December, 2004), interviewee II (21 sI July, 2005) and interviewee 39 
(21 SI February, 2006) who operates at a county and regional level. These individuals 
have career histories closely connected to Sport England policy priorities and are part of 
a broader network of professionals who share common interests around core social 
policy objectives. Further, their influence is extended into school sport, particularly in 
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one specialist sports college (see chapter 6). A number of interviewees cited examples 
of where interviewee 4 in particular has influenced Lee, even those personnel most 
resistant to change, to accept that sport has a role in meeting social policy objectives. 
However, the opportunities for interviewee 4 and other 'brokers' to influence the status 
quo has in large part been the result of increasing government pressure on local 
authorities and their control over, or access to, central government resources. 
In sum, individuals continue to drive or resist policy change, in the mediation of the 
policy context in which they operate. It is perhaps unique to fragmented policy areas 
such as sport for individual preferences and 'personalities' to have had a relatively high 
degree of influence, which perhaps demonstrates the lack of systemic embeddedness of 
sport within local authorities. However, this type of influence is declining as sport 
interests develop an interdependent or 'corporate' relationship with the state. 
Relationships between local policy actors 
Another theme to emerge from the study is the significant level of conflict between 
policy actors, which appears to be an important dimension of sport policy stability and 
change. These conflicts exist within the local authority, between the public and 
voluntary sectors, and between 'clusters of interests', each having a historical dimension 
underpinning current tensions (chapter 5 details these relationships). These tensions 
centre on the priorities of the competing interests that represent embedded beliefs and 
the structure of resource allocations. As stated, particular tensions exist between 
sport/recreation within Lee and the voluntary sector for sport, outside of elite sport 
across six specific sports, but also significant tensions exist between sport/recreation 
priorities and other Lee priorities across a range of departments. These tensions tend to 
surface with the intervention of central government where the parameters for 
policymaking and implementation are changed; most notably in respect of organisation 
and funding. The consequences of the tensions are important as rather than a positive 
dynamic being created that can lead to issue resolution and policy change for the mutual 
benefit of policy actors, the tensions result in policy stagnation. As noted by interviewee 
4 (the SAZ manager), 'the system seems frozen', where policy implementation has been 
weak and has resulted in claw-back from funding bodies, particularly central 
government, and increasing distrust across the policy area. 
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A consensus on the value of sport and core priorities has therefore not emerged in 
Liverpool. For example, within LCC, conflict between the former Council Leader and 
former Chief Executive led to delays in building the 50 metre swimming pool (see 
chapter 5). The existing Council Leader has greater sympathies for sport, given his 
former role as Executive Officer for the Leisure portfolio. However, interviewees did 
not believe that the incoming chief executive (formerly Head of Education) shared this 
perspective. Only time will tell as to whether the new Council Leader can raise the 
profile and resourcing of sport within LCC and city-wide. Apart from leadership, 
tensions exist between officers and members (councillors), where, as interviewee 21 
(24th August, 2005) observes, 'it's the only local authority in the country where officers 
tell [elected] members what to do'. As noted in chapter 5, councillors have a benign 
influence on sport policy and practice, but cannot be described as 'pro-active' in their 
support of sport/recreation interests in the city, particularly given the largely 
indiscriminate cuts in the leisure budget over time, where other interests are prioritised. 
In this sense, sport/recreation is a marginal policy concern within the local authority. In 
this context, officers drive local sport policy and in a bid to retain control and have not 
sought to engage councillors in the decision-making process. The select committee 
representing sport is used as an opportunity to tell councillors of the successes of events 
and the Liverpool Sports Forum is used by the sport/recreation department in the same 
manner, informing the voluntary sector of a series of events that highlight sporting 
achievements. 
Further, this study identified significant tensions between departments, given different 
priorities, most visible between Leisure Services and Education (see Chapter 6), Leisure 
Services and Planning (see Chapter 7), and Leisure Services and Resources (regarding 
the budget). Moreover, tensions exist between the different agendas within Leisure 
Services (that includes culture/the arts, libraries and sport) and within Sport and 
Recreation Services (between functions representing parks, indoor/outdoor facility 
management and sports development/event organisation). The internal City council 
tensions have recently been exacerbated with the introduction of the Culture Company 
(that oversees a programme of events within the Capital of Culture framework) which 
to an extent has attempted to incorporate some of the responsibilities of the sports 
development unit into its programmes. 
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External to the local authority, a plethora of organisations compete for recognition and 
resources, with particular tensions between LCC and the voluntary sport sector, as 
documented. Of particular note is that the representative body for the voluntary/public 
sectors has been largely ineffective in shaping policy. As a consequence of these 
tensions, collective action in the sport policy sector has been weak. Further, clusters of 
interests spanning LCC departments and external organisations such as schools, 
regeneration-led agencies and voluntary sector bodies represent another layer of 
potential and actual conflict into a fragmented policy area. 
Patterns of interests 
By comparison with the relatively mature elite sport policy community, and the nascent 
policy community based loosely around school sport and the activities of the SAZ (see 
chapter 6), other interests span a range of issue networks, including those concerned 
with sport's role in health promotion (chapter 8) and sport in youth work and crime 
reduction (not a specific aspect of this study). A further cluster of interests exists in the 
voluntary sector around competitive grass-roots sport, and has a long historical 
association with school sport; particularly at primary level, but this coalition has a weak 
voice locally, with the LSF the only organisational feature of the network that includes 
public sector representation. The manager of the Sport Action Zone (SAZ) (interviewee 
4) identified 'clusters of interests' in Liverpool as those interests associated with elite 
sport represented by LCC sport/recreation services and six governing bodies of sport 
(and their commercial sponsors), and those concerned with school sport and social 
policy goals including the SAZ and its partners, where the focus is loosely based on 
sport for all and concerns regarding health. A particular tension exists between the two 
'coalitions' around the purpose of school sport and physical education where more than 
one specialist school sport network in the city does not engage with City council 
priorities at all and have the financial autonomy to achieve local control (see chapter 6). 
It is only relatively recently that sport/recreation services have worked with sectors and 
organisations concerned with 'regeneration', most notably the health sector (see chapter 
8), as the current central government social policy agenda for sport is not rooted within 
existing provision, apart from the example of SportsLinx where health promotion meets 
sports development, and even in this case, tensions remain over the goals of the 
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programme and its location within the local authority. Figure 10 highlights three 
advocacy coalitions in the liverpool sport policy area, where the dominant coalition is 
based around the elite sport interests of LCC and six NGBs of sport. 
Figure 10: The sport policy subsystem and advocacy coalitions in Liverpool 
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Membership of advocacy coalitions and outcomes of their interaction can be explained 
with reference to a macro-level theory of power (Green, 2006). Although an emergent 
coalition has gained in influence as the local authority-led coalition has begun to 
decline, it cannot be claimed that this is indicative of the lobbying capacity of the 
education/regeneration coalition, but more a result of central state support for these 
interests, often with funding that bypasses sport/recreation services within LCC. Central 
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state departments and agencies have been pivotal in constructing networks through 
which its objectives can be realised at the local level, sustained through resource control 
and dependency. Prior to the last few years, interests other than those of Lee were 
marginal and divided, or where possible, existed independent of Lee (aspects of the 
voluntary sport network across clubs and schools). 
The priorities of Lee around elite sport events does not, however, sit easily with the 
increasing focus on elite sport development at the national level (Green, 2004a, 2004b), 
which emphasises the pursuit of sporting success 'from playground to podium'. 
Moreover, central government view local authorities as having a primary focus on 
community sport objectives around concepts such as social inclusion, where sport has a 
role in educational, health and youth justice-related objectives. Lee have not engaged 
in sport development that links schools, clubs, and other bodies to any significant 
extent, and the engagement with health objectives through sport has been negligible, as 
identified in chapter 8. 
Sport in Liverpool is in effect a struggle between two policy elites, that of the local 
authority and its coalition of vested interests, and central government that seeks to 
control local government and its priorities. Although party political allegiances were 
seen to have minimal overt influence over local sport policy, it is suggested that the 
differing party priorities can exacerbate tensions, most notably around large capital 
projects. However, the activities of sport/recreation remain relatively unchallenged by 
councillors which may indicate a degree of success in defending sport policy priorities 
around elite sport events and suggest an embeddedness of priorities. This outcome may 
also suggest that sport remains a relatively marginal concern within Lee across 
political parties and departments. Few checks and balances have existed on the power of 
sport/recreation to choose a course of action, or more broadly, on Lee-driven sport 
priorities by interests outside of Lee: in schools, communities and the voluntary sector 
for sport. 
Green and Houlihan (2005b) explore the notion of governmentality in analysing 
governmental attempts to steer policy processes, via shaping, channelling and guiding 
the conduct of NGBs of sport and the context these bodies operate within. The study of 
sport policy in Liverpool found evidence of these practices in the re-organisation of 
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sport in secondary schools via the SSC networks in conjunction with financial 
incentives to achieve compliance with core objectives. However, as noted in chapter 6, 
the Local Education Authority has sought to mediate resource allocations. 
Prior to examining the utility of the neo-pluralism and three meso-level theoretical 
frameworks for sport policy in Liverpool, the following section links the key findings to 
institutional analysis and the theories of urban politics, local government and 
governance (see chapter 2) in order to provide a context to this analysis. 
Liverpool City Council sport policy: an analysis of governance 
Thelen and Steinmo (1992: 2) observe how institutions 'shape how political actors 
define their interests and ... structure their relations of power to other groups'. It is clear 
from the research that the culture of LCC sport/recreation services (and the Leisure 
Services department) is embedded with beliefs, norms and values around elite sport, in 
part, a strategy to retain control over internal decision-making processes. 
Institutionalism also highlights the relationship between the behaviour of policy actors 
and the structures within which they make decisions (Hall, 1986). Here, the research 
demonstrates the importance of the location of sport within LCC, giving it a relatively 
marginal status, in part a result of its non-statutory status. The organisational and 
political infrastructure of LCC has therefore been significant in shaping policy, where 
sport remains subject to funding reductions and its priorities compromised by other 
departmental priorities, such as planning and education. Institutional analysis has 
thereby sensitised the researcher to the structural and cultural dimensions of sport policy 
processes within LCC, that in part explain the behaviour of policy actors and the 
strategic action adopted (see table 16 for examples of strategic action). 
As stated, the focus of the research also invites theories of urban politics, local 
government and governance into the study (cf. Judge, Stoker and Wolman (eds.), 1995; 
Stoker, 1991; Stoker (ed.), 2000). Within LCC, a 'regime' defined as a 'relatively stable 
group with access to institutional resources that enable it to have a sustained role in 
making governing decisions' (Stone, 1989: 4: original emphasis) can be identified 
around the elite sport priorities for sport, where business interests such as sponsors of 
sports events, have become embedded into these priorities. Without private sector 
279 
support, it is unlikely that these priorities could be sustained, given the finances of 
Leisure Services. A degree of cooperation exists therefore within this network of 
public/private interests, as indicated in Regime theory, where interests 'blend their 
capacities to achieve common purposes' (ibid: 55). Regime theory highlights the 
strategies of policy actors in sustaining the capacity to influence policy, in which 
respect, interests outside of the regime are not cooperated with to any significant extent. 
At a broader level, regime theory can be related to the regeneration objectives of LCC, 
central government, and local business partners, but within the Capital of Culture 
framework, as indicated in chapter 5, sport plays a minor role. Further, in respect of 
land-use planning, a regime, connected to wider regeneration objectives appears to have 
little specific interest in playing fields and sport per se (see chapter 7). 
Importantly for this study, Regime theory offers a framework for analysing power 
relations. As identified in chapter 2, the theory identifies four types of power. In relating 
these types of power to the research undertaken, it is evident that sport has weak 
systemic power given its location within LCC, as noted. The wider regeneration-based 
regime clearly has a dominant position, where sport events with commercial backing are 
viewed as being of value, but less so those services that need subsidy around community 
sport. Regime theory also has utility in highlighting command or social control, where 
Leisure Services is engaged in the active mobilisation of resources towards elite sport 
priorities. As noted by the former head of sport/recreation services, LCC placed little 
emphasis on resourcing community sport. In terms of coalition power, where actors 
engage in bargaining in search of consensus, there is little evidence locally of 
consultation and negotiation in the setting of sport-related policy priorities. The LSF is 
in effect an opportunity for LCC to inform the voluntary sector of its activities and 
discuss how other policy actors might 'fit into' LCC priorities. Finally, in terms of pre-
emptive power, where leadership is critical in complex policy areas, until the retirement 
of the former head of sport/recreation, this intentional aspect of power was important in 
steering local sport policy. However, in the last five years in particular, leadership of 
this nature has been missing, in part due to increasing central state intervention in local 
authorities. In sum, the coalition within LCC around elite sport is embedded and can 
retain influence, but in respect of other sport policy concerns, it is weak. 
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As identified in chapter 2, the key dimensions of the diverse literature around local 
government and governance that may be of value in the study of sport policy in 
Liverpool, are central-local government relations; the literature around local 
government financing and spending control; the internal politics of local government; 
and relations between local interest groups and local authorities; each dimension being a 
component of an historical account of local government. Each of these dimensions is 
related to the empirical research as follows. 
Liverpool City Council has a history of conflict with central government (see Chapter 
5). The recent 'modernisation' agenda is a continuation of this struggle. Specific policy 
instruments used to steer LCC sport policy processes have included the use of 
legislation, particularly in regard to education (see chapter 6) and land-use planning (see 
chapter 7), re-organisations, audits, and increasingly conditional funding arrangements. 
However, as Rhodes (1981) observes, an 'implementation gap' exists between central 
state policy and local state delivery. Until the last decade, whereas the education policy 
area experienced significant change (Ranson, 1986), areas such as sport, given minimal 
political salience until recently, experienced relatively little central government 
intervention. Hence the relative freedom of the former head of sport/recreation to 
deliver personal preference-based policy objectives, in a context where LCC have 
strongly resisted central state intervention. However, in the last decade in particular 
greater political salience has been given to 'sport' with consequences for central-local 
government relations. At the core of this changing relationship has been the 'battle' over 
local spending. Central government has sought to set the agenda for local spending 
needs through greater control over local capital expenditure. Funding allocations to 
sport are increasingly connected with welfare-led priorities around education, health and 
social inclusion, and increasingly ring-fenced, particularly in respect of school sport (see 
chapters 5 and 6). 
In respect of the internal politics of local authorities, throughout the 1970s and 1980s, it 
was generally accepted that a policy elite controlled policy (Saunders, 1979). Although 
Stoker (1991) argues that multiple sources of influence within local government have 
replaced elite control in recent years, the findings do not suggest that this plurality of 
organisations operating in the sport policy area, represents a pluralist arrangement of 
power locally. Although many conflicts exist, between departments, in terms of local 
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politics, and between LCC and other local policy actors, it is the elite sport advocacy 
coalition has retains influence over sport priorities. However, where conflict exists 
between 'elite' officers and councillors over the construction of the 50 meter swimming 
pool for example (see chapter 5), the goals and influence of this policy elite can be 
checked. 
The relationship between local authorities and local interest groups is also of relevance 
to this study. Stoker (1991) identified four types of interest groups. The research 
indicates that it is producer groups, including business and public sector professionals 
that dominate sport policy. Local 'cause' groups such as the area playing fields 
association, community groups; and not-for-profit groups, such as sports clubs, area 
representatives of national governing bodies of sport, and representative bodies for sport 
in the voluntary sector such as the Liverpool Sports Forum, have minimal influence on 
sport policy outside of elite sport, indicating weak lobbying capacity, and also the 
relative strength of the LCC coalition. In respect of the pluralist/elitist 'debate' around 
group influence, it can be concluded that the local authority has been an enclosed 
organisation: 'unresponsive, oligarchic and inward-looking' (Dunleavy, 1980: 150), 
where power is concentrated at senior officer level, and producer group interests sustain 
privileged access to policy processes. This implies an elite pluralist arrangement of 
power. The 'insider groups' (Grant, 1989) are business interests that support LCC sport 
priorities rather than voluntary sport bodies. In sum, the body of literature around local 
government offers many insights that have utility for understanding local sport policy. 
Conclusions to the section 
In sum, as a result of its structural location, non-statutory status, weak formal 
representation and poor leadership, Sport and Recreation Services has limited control of 
policy direction, outside of elite sport, and even here programmes are compromised by 
non-sport interests and the increasing influence of central government. Nonetheless, 
until recently, power and resource control have been monopolised by holders of formal 
offices at the local level, for elite sport interests, challenging pluralist assumptions. As 
Blom-Hansen (1999) observes, local government policy actors pursue sectoral policy 
goals, economic control and local autonomy in the context of intergovernmental policy 
networks that both constrain and facilitate interests. The following table (16) is a 
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summary of the key findings of the study that precedes a discussion of theory as it 
relates to these findings. A number of themes are identified, namely: policy priorities; 
patterns of interests; the organisational and funding context; local politics; relationships 
between interests; and exogenous influences impacting on the local sport policy area. 
Each theme is related to the strategic action taken by LCC sport/recreation department 
within the 'structural context' for such action. Further, the consequences of the actions 
of policymakers are identified. This analysis forms the basis for the subsequent 
discussion of policy theory and the conclusions. 
Table 16: Summary of the key findings of the study 
Theme Structural context Strategic action of policy Outcomes 
actors (consequences) 
policy Robust support for elite sport Use of high profile events Increasing costs Prior 
priorities and events programme over time. to retain internal political associated with service 
support - use of media to provision and control 
Variable support for community highlight sporting success 
current core policy 
priorities 
sport and school sport. The resistance to central 
Policy processes appear to government 
Instrumental support for be officer-driven. intervention has 
'development through sport' 
objectives. Resistance to 
weakened in recent 
central years. 
government social policy 
agenda if it threatens core Interests outside of the 
priorities. 'sphere of influence' 
continue to thrive where 
Assimilation of alternative financially autonomous 
voices 
Organisational and The status and location of Service protectionism and Difficulties in planning. 
Little 'joined-up' 
delivery; duplication 
administrative 'sport' in local authority policy survival strategy 
arrangements 
Organisational 
culture 
processes is historically weak, 
but increasingly politically 
salient. Sport remains a 
marginal policy concern 
Resistance to new ideas, 
nepotism 
Lobbying for sport has 
An ethos of local authority as limited impact 
'provider' remains. 
Significant tensions 
within LCC and 
Limited focus on between 
partnership-working 
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sport/recreation 
external bodies 
and 
Local politics 
Funding context 
Relationships 
between interests 
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Departmentalism: resistance to 
cross-department or thematic 
working. Embedded priorities 
and practices (and human 
resources) with sport/recreation 
Low value placed on sport by 
senior personnel with funding 
and policy control. e.g. senior 
LCC officers 
A 'longer view' of sport 
compromised by short-
term-ism of the political 
system 
Leisure budget subject to Pursuit of local political Likely introduction of 
continual pressure and cuts. support. Reliance on private sector into 
Increased economic rationales retaining the departmental facilities management. 
of local authority within subsidy. financial reServes Threats to recreational 
regeneration agenda. 
Facilities and recreational 
spaces aging and costly to 
and unsecured borrowing 
Attempts to gain status and 
funding via Capital of 
space from developers. 
Increasing 
dependence 
resource 
on non-
maintain. Capital projects Culture and other policy LCC funding sources. 
experience significant delays areas, e.g. health. 
and spiralling costs. Lack of trust between 
A resource-driven context: 
short-term funding 
arrangements for revenue-based 
projects 
Attempts to maintain direct levels of government. 
management control of InstrumentaUcontractual 
facilities. Conversion of relationships dominate. 
facilities into 'health-based' Funding 'claw-back' by 
gymnasia. central government and 
other bodies. 
Attempts to bend funding Diminishing control 
toward core priorities over areas such as 
school sport 
Direct funding (ring-
fencing) to local bodies 
from central 
government and other 
organisations 
Significant tensions between Two advocacy coalitions 
central and local government have emerged around (1) 
over priorities and funding. elite sport (2) school sport 
Central-local political party and welfare-led goals, and a 
control puts a strain on agreeing number of weak issue 
A restructuring of the 
policy area since 1997 
has reduced local 
autonomy (across 
public and voluntary 
sectors). priorities. networks 
Patterns of interests Long-standing tensions between Protectionist and Increasing central 
the public and voluntary sectors development interests government influence 
for sport outside of elite sport compete for playing fields 
interests within specific sports. Brokers/entrepreneurs 
Inter-departmental 
particularly between 
Education and 
tensions, 
Leisure, 
Planning, 
reflected in sport/recreation 
services tension with school 
sport, and disputes over uses of 
recreational spaces 
LCC defend priorities - are a scarce resource 
limited pro-active 
engagement with other 
bodies in sport policy area 
Partnerships do not 
acquire ownership, e.g. 
collapse of LSF 
Exogenous factors Factors: changing central A mix of adaptation and 
mediating the sport government priorities and resistance. Instrumentalism 
No overarching strategy 
for sport 
policy area 
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macro-level soda-economic - 'chasing the money' 
factors. Local economic context Increasing expectations 
(high poverty, poor health) and Instrumental alliance and responsibilities 
turbulent local political history between sport and health placed on sport in a 
sector/interests for funding context of decreasing 
better organised and resourced 
competing lobby groups and 
acquisition. Ambiguous 
response to sport's uses in 
pressures from other policy regeneration agenda. 
areas - policy spill-over 
'Focusing events': e.g. urban 
unrest in early 1980s; The 
introduction of the National 
Lottery; Capital of Culture 
award 
Unsustainable policy 
responses: policy-taking 
autonomy. 
Negative impact on 
local relationships -
particularly for school 
sport 
Sport's role in Capital 
of Culture reduced 
An assessment of the meso-level theoretical frameworks utilised in this 
study 
This section will provide an assessment of the value and utility of three meso-level 
theoretical frameworks for understanding sport policy, within a macro-level theoretical 
context. The relative strengths and weaknesses of each framework are assessed and 
highlighted with reference to the findings of the empirical research undertaken. It is 
intended that this analysis will form the basis for further research of sport policy and 
practice in urban areas. The structure of this section of the chapter is as follows: first, a 
macro-level analysis is conducted with reference to neo-pluralism and the assumptions 
of critical realism; second, the significance of the policy networks literature for the 
findings of this study is assessed; third, the multiple streams framework is evaluated in 
relation to the study; fourth, the Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) is similarly 
evaluated; and finally, conclusions are drawn as to the utility of these approaches for the 
research undertaken. 
Macro-level theory 
This study claims that a persuasive account of sport policy processes, for examining and 
explaining the influence of local sport interests in mediating national sport policy 
initiatives, can be gained via a meso-level analysis of policy processes when combined 
with the assumptions underpinning neo-pluralism (see chapter 2), set within a critical 
realist account of social reality (chapter 3). This section explores the utility of this 
standpoint relative to the findings of the study as outlined in the previous section. 
It is argued that the macro-level of analysis underpinning this study has utility in respect 
of understanding the configurations of power found in state/government - non-
state/civil society relations. More specifically, the organisational structure of the state 
and the support given by the central state to specific interests mediates policy at the 
local level. In this study, local government sport interests and non-sport interests have 
attempted to shape local sport policy within a context of increasing central government 
involvement in sport policy processes. In respect of critical realism, this 'intervention' 
has taken the form of context-shaping and conduct-shaping (see chapter 3), manifested 
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via strategies of governance that attempt to ensure consensus at the local level for 
meeting central government policy priorities. 'Power thus conceived, centres on the 
capacity of actors to redefine the parameters of what is socially, politically and 
economically possible for others' (Green and Houlihan, 2005a: 182). This approach 
highlights how the discursive construction of policy, both in national and local sport 
policymaking has shaped policy. It has been shown that a dominant discourse has 
emerged around elite sport that has been retained despite a series of 'focusing events', 
exogenous influences, and state intervention through a 'modernisation' programme. 
However, discursive constructions alone cannot fully explain sport policy where social 
structures, such as organisational processes and culture of the local authority, have also 
shaped policy processes and outcomes. 
In explaining sport policy, the relationship between structure and agency within critical 
realism has utility. A dialectical analysis of structure/agency implies that longitudinal 
studies are valuable to researchers, hence the emphasis in this study on the historical 
context that underpins contemporary sport policy processes. As identified, in Liverpool, 
elite sport interests established in the 1970s, continued to dominate policy until the late 
1990s to the detriment of community sport. Therefore, local policy actors operate within 
'deep structures' that both constrain and enable their actions of agents, and define the 
potential range of options and strategies available. The re-structuring of the national 
sport policy area in the last decade has presented opportunities for local sport interests 
to extend influence, but also constrained the influence of some interests. Nationally, 
elite sport interests have been the major beneficiaries of policy originating in central 
government (Green, 2004a). At the local level, the coalition of interests centred on LCC 
priorities remain the dominant policy concern, irrespective of central government 
intervention, although this may not be sustainable. Further, the precepts of critical 
realism prompt an analysis of the 'strategic action' selected by actors, considered 
necessary for understanding the 'structures of influence' shaping sport policy. Local 
authority policy actors in sport/recreation have sought for the most appropriate means to 
retain core priorities. Although central government has set the parameters for policy 
actor's activities, in attempting to ensure that discourse and action is dominated by 
narratives and meanings that serve the interests of the central state, strategically 
calculating agents have re-interpreted national policy to retain priorities and local 
autonomy, despite an increasingly hostile funding environment. 
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In conjunction with critical realism, neo-pluralist understandings of the state and power 
are instructive for this study. First, far from being a 'rational' process, decision-making 
within the local sport policy area can be characterised as 'partisan mutual adjustment' 
between policy actors where policymakers make 'selective limited comparisons' 
between policy choices, supporting the incrementalist notions of policy processes 
(Lindbolm, 1960, 1977, 1986). As noted in chapter two, incrementalism is compatible 
with the idea that powerful interests constrain policy change and that groups are unequal 
participants in the policy process. This is clearly the case in Liverpool, where non-sport 
interests impact on sport interests, and where the local authority emphasis on elite sport 
interests constrains policy change. Second, in line with neo-pluralism, a 'manipulated 
consensus' exists in the sport policy area, maintained by powerful public sector 
interests, where the voluntary sport bodies have limited influence (unless assimilated 
into local authority priorities). Lukes' third dimension of power (see Ham and Hill, 
1993: 23) may be instructive here, as the strategic action of the local authority excludes 
alternative voices and avoids debate and discussion around priorities. Third, neo-
pluralism accepts a significant role for elites in shaping policy, but emphasises that 
elites themselves are often 'internally divided'. In Liverpool, the policy elite within 
sport/recreation, and more broadly, leisure services, that shares power with commercial 
interests and the elite sport interests of six sports, is, as identified, divided, in part as a 
result of the influence of non-sport interests within the local authority. 
Fourth, in line with neo-pluralism, the study finds that conflict between interests is at 
the 'core' of politics, as reflected in the analysis of relationships between policy actors, 
and this in part explains policy outcomes, albeit within a context of structured privilege. 
Fifth, structured privilege is maintained through economic and political resources and 
control of the policy agenda, as found in neo-pluralist literature. In sum, 'political 
outcomes are ... the product of conflict between interests ... for the allocation of scarce 
resources in a context characterised by structural inequality (Marsh, 1995: 273). 
Marsh (1995: 283) concludes that there are four questions that any theory of power 
needs to address, namely, 'Who exercises power?'; 'How do they exercise power?'; 
'Why do some people have privileged access to power?' and 'In whose interest do they 
rule?' In the case of sport policy processes in Liverpool, within the changing national 
sport policy context, it is evident that power is exercised locally through the local 
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authority, albeit increasingly mediated by national policy interests. Power is exercised 
by local government through strategic action that resembles the steering strategies of 
central government. The use of resources is central to these strategies, where embedded 
practices limit the influence of alternative voices. Privileged access to power is 
dependent on historical processes that have shaped the contours of contemporary 
processes. These interests 'rule' to defend the status quo centred on local authority 
sport-related goals in conjunction with the commercial sector. The beneficiaries of these 
processes are the local authority and its core partners. 
Meso-level theory 
In this section, three meso-level theoretical frameworks for understanding sport policy 
processes are related to the findings of the study. 
Policy networks 
The policy networks literature highlights processes of negotiation and bargaining, 
coalition building, resource dependencies and interest mobilisation in policymaking and 
implementation (see chapter 2). This section assesses the utility of such as approach for 
the study of sport policy in Liverpool. It is argued that the networks approach to 
understanding policy is useful for a descriptive-analytical account of sport policy and a 
number of examples are provided to support this argument. 
First, the policy networks approach recognises the complexity of policymaking and the 
fragmented and differentiated environment in which policy is made and implemented, 
as demonstrated in this study, where a large number of interests co-exist in uneasy 
relationships and in some cases, 'marriages of convenience'. Second, the networks 
perspective asserts that policy is the product of the interaction between government and 
'clusters' of interests where the type of relationship that exists varies across policy 
sector (or area) over time. When aligned to a neo-pluralist position, groups can be 
viewed as unequal participants in the policy process. These insights are helpful in 
understanding sport policymaking in Liverpool, most notably where Sport and 
Recreation Services is the lead actor in one of two clusters of interests in the local 
policy area. 
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Third, in relation to pressure groups, Grant (1995: 152) concludes, 'if we are interested 
in finding out who wins and who loses in the political process, and why they win and 
lose, the question of [interest] effectiveness cannot be ignored by ... analysts'. In this 
regard, interests outside of those of elite sport (the LCC events programme centred on 
six sports) are relatively ineffective, particularly in the voluntary sector, but also in 
public sector bodies and even within LCC Leisure Services itself, although the emerging 
network or community based around 'development through sport' priorities supported 
by national government and regional bodies has become increasingly influential over 
the last decade. However, the fact that it has taken a decade to only partially dislodge 
and assimilate the elite sport network is testament to the embedded power of clusters of 
interests have been in shaping policy in the city. Grant (1989: 14-15) distinguishes 
between 'insider' and 'outsider' groups. However, insider status does not guarantee 
substantive influence over policy. The LSF is a case in point where its 'insider' status 
has not resulted in any change in policy direction. Although some indication of 
influence can be gained through analysis of a group's resources, lobbying skill and 
capacity, and the policy environment, Smith (1993: 4), claims, 'The influence of 
pressure groups does not derive from how they use their resources but from the 
historical, ideological and structural context within which they operate'. In this regard, 
the evolution of LCC itself, its resistance to external influences, particularly central 
government priorities and the 'modernisation' agenda acts as the context to the 
construction of sport policy and the attempt to retain its 'jealously guarded programme' 
(interviewee 35; Head of Leisure Services) of elite sport and event organisation. Smith 
(1993: 228) contends that rather than pressure groups 'capturing' government, 'State 
actors have incorporated groups in order to achieve their own goals', as governments 
need groups as a source of policy ideas and expertise, to implement policy, and to 
secure legitimacy for policy preferences. This is the case where central government has 
aligned itself in Liverpool with those sport interests that are relatively autonomous of 
LCC in order to challenge LCC policy priorities. Organisations with a social policy and 
school sport focus are funded and directed by central government and its agencies. LCC 
too seeks to 'incorporate' local sport actors into its priorities. 
Fourth, the networks approach highlights the institutionalisation of beliefs and values in 
addition to rules and routines, most clearly evidenced with Liverpool City Council 
Leisure Services located at the hub of a network associated with elite sport priorities. 
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Houlihan (1997: 16) observes that probably the defining characteristic of policy 
communities is 'the emergence of a core set of values that will inform the way in which 
problems are identified and defined, and also the way in which solutions are selected'. 
The local elite sport policy network has played an agenda-setting role in establishing a 
consensus around core priorities thus privileging specific policy outcomes. As 
Richardson (1982: 22) argues, policy communities are less concerned to solve policy 
problems and more concerned with creating stable relationships of self-interest, thus 
avoiding conflict and policy change, and arguably policy learning. The elite sport policy 
network can perhaps be best described as a policy community rather than a network, 
where Rhodes (1988: 78) defines policy communities as characterised by, a 'stability of 
relationships, continuity of a highly restrictive membership, vertical independence based 
on shared service delivery responsibilities and insulation from other networks and 
invariably from the general public ... They are highly integrated'. Although not all of the 
components of a policy network were quantified in this study, the primary 
characteristics of the elite sport policy network have been highlighted and include most 
of the key components of a policy community, specifically: a limited number of 
members; some groups consciously excluded; membership, values and outcomes 
persistent over time; professional interests dominate; the basic relationship is an 
exchange relationship; hierarchical decision-making processes; and one group 
dominates. As stated in the networks literature, previous conflicts around beliefs and 
resources have shaped the form of the existing network; hence power relations are 
embedded to some extent. Thus the elite sport policy network can effectively rebut 
influences that may challenge its core beliefs and policy priorities. 
Fifth, a number of issue networks exist that exhibit the characteristics identified by a 
number of writers (for example, Marsh and Rhodes, 1992; Marsh and Smith, 2000; 
Smith, 1993). These large and diverse networks encompass a range of interests, where 
access fluctuates significantly and a measure of agreement exists over policy goals, 
although conflict is ever present. Smith (1993) sees issue networks as developing where 
low political priority is given to the policy area in question or by contrast where there 
has been high political controversy (and therefore potential costs for government of 
intervention), or where a new issue has not been institutionalised. Clearly, interests 
outside of elite sport are not institutionalised and are given low political priority at the 
local level. A local issue network has emerged around concerns over the poor health, 
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particularly in young people (see chapter 8), but despite Lee involvement, these 
priorities are not systemically embedded. In this study of Liverpool, it is clear that the 
emerging policy community around the SAZ and school sport has also had limited 
capacity to influence the core interests of Lee sport/recreation services, despite recent 
central government support. 
Sixth, in line with the policy networks literature, the study highlights a number of 
resource dependencies, most notably found in, first, the relationship between 
departments within Lee, where sport is subsidised and subject to budgetary reductions 
at short-notice depending on policy concerns and priorities in other sectors; second, 
between local and central government, where for example the additional resources from 
DfES into school sport in recent years has impacted on departmental relations and 
arguably weakened the influence of sport interests; and third, between local government 
and the voluntary sector for sport, who increasingly are dependent on and directed by 
both local and central government. Further, with policy spill-over evidenced from the 
Health and Education sectors, sport interests as a whole are increasingly dependent on 
non-sport interests for recognition and survival. Houlihan (1997: 269), identifies that 'in 
many policy areas the initiative in the formation of policy communities and networks 
rests with governments and their emergence depends on whether governments have a 
need for them in terms of legitimising policy choice or cooperation in policy 
implementation'. For school sport and sport's role in health policy, networks have been 
established and directed by central government. However, for elite sport, the network or 
policy community has emerged from the local sport policy area. Although the current 
government place a high value on elite sport (Green, 2004a; Green and Houlihan, 
2005a), local authorities are valued more for their potential welfare remit, which raises a 
number of questions concerning the local elite sport policy focus evident in Liverpool. 
Seventh, Marsh and Smith's (2000) focus on the method by which networks change. 
Some authors stress endogenous factors (e.g. resource dependencies) and others 
exogenous factors (e.g. ideological or political context). Exogenous 'forces' mediate 
networks in shaping policymakers' choices in policy selection (Marsh and Rhodes, 
1992; Smith, 1993). These insights are relevant for the study, as it is clear that socio-
economic and political factors (as identified in chapter 5) have mediated local sport 
policy, particularly, as stated, the political influence of central government. As Marsh 
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and Smith (2000) observe, it is political authority that is the most significant external 
factor in deterrnining network change. For example, in the Thatcherite era of 
policymaking, political goals and ideology affected both the membership and policies of 
network for education, which in turn impacted on school sport. From the findings of the 
study, it is clear that 'exogenous changes can affect the resources, interests and 
relationships of the actors within networks' (Marsh and Smith, 2000: 8). In terms of 
policy spill-over as identified in chapters 6, 7 and 8, 'the consequences produced by one 
policy are increasingly likely to interfere with the working of other policies' (Majone, 
1989, cited in Houlihan, 2000: 180). 
Eighth, the networks literature has utility in providing insights into the strategic action 
of policy actors, most notably in this study, the actions of central and local government. 
Kickert et al (1997) highlight government 'steering' strategies to gain consent for policy 
priorities, including the use of legal instruments, economic instruments, communicative 
instruments, by creating a strategic consensus around a 'common purpose' (see chapter 
2). It is evident that both central and local government bodies responsible for sport have 
used a variety of policy instruments at different times to secure policy priorities, with 
variable degrees of success. Most notable perhaps is the conditional funding 
arrangements utilised by both actors, with local government both subject to directive 
funding parameters and setting such parameters locally. 
Ninth, as Rhodes (in Thompson et ai, 1991: 209) observes, policy networks have not 
supplanted party political channels of communication and influence, where 'The effects 
of party are pervasive. It spans levels of government and communicates a range of 
interests. Most important, it spans the policy network'. In central-local government 
relations, policy implementation relies on the cooperation of local authorities, where 
'each of which has its own political priorities set by its elected members' (Houlihan, 
2000a: 199). Liverpool has a strong tradition of local independence from central 
government intervention, and this has continued in the Liberal Democrat era of City 
council control. Interviewees noted that the Labour government have placed supporters 
in key positions on the North-West Sports Board, in order to ensure compliance with 
policy. However, locally, the Liberal Democrats control the council committees, and as 
interviewees noted, there is little opposition to sport policy rationales. Within LCC, the 
extent of the influence of council select committees is considered slight, where, as 
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noted, there is no 'clear blue water' between the committee scrutinising sport policy and 
the department responsible for making and delivering sport policy. Despite the nature of 
the local political context, however, central government, as stated, has gained 
considerable influence over the local sport policy area, particularly in schools and in 
respect of 'regeneration' related initiatives that relate to sport. 
In the final analysis, as Marsh and Stoker (eds.) (1995: 293) claim, 'To explain the 
origins, shape and outcomes of a network it is necessary to examine why some interests 
are privileged in a given network or, if no interests are privileged, why the network is 
open'. Therefore a theory of power is needed to explain the relation between state and 
civil society. Although the policy networks approach offers a plausible account of 
policy processes, its strength may be in its descriptive and analytical capacity as 
opposed to its explanatory capacity. In a sense, networks are viewed as the 
manifestation of prior policies, ideologies and processes (Smith, 1993) and therefore, 
when located in a neo-pluralist theoretical framework and theory of power, itself located 
within the assumptions of critical realism, the strengths of the approach are accentuated, 
it is argued, and the weaknesses diminished. 
The multiple streams framework 
The second approach utilised for this study of sport policy is the Multiple Streams 
Framework (MSF) (cf. Kingdon, 1995). This approach focuses on agenda setting and 
choice between policy alternatives, where argument, persuasion and reasoning are 
central in policy formation, although under conditions of ambiguity. The framework 
also assumes that the adoption of specific choices is, in part, dependent upon when 
policies are made. Extensions of the approach cite its usage across the whole policy 
process and not only in policy formulation (Zahariadis, 1999). 
The approach has a number of strengths for the study of sport policy that can be related 
to the study. First, the approach emphasises the complexity, fluidity and fuzziness of 
policy processes. As identified in this study, the sport policy area can be characterized 
as complex where ambiguity is a feature of decision-making given that the area is 
subject to policy spill-over as identified in chapters 5 to 8. Policy is in practice more to 
do with policy-taking rather than policy-making (Dery, 1999). Second, the MSF 
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identifies time and resources as key constraints in policy choice. Timing has been 
crucial in local sport policy process, where differences in funding cycles for example 
exacerbate tensions between key policy actors (see chapter 8). Delays in sport/recreation 
services allocating funding too have led to 'claw-back' where central government 
departments lose faith in local government (see chapter 5: funding context). Moreover, 
deadlines are regularly missed as events external to the policy area impact on attempts 
to develop strategies, for example, LeC Sport and Recreation Services delayed strategy 
for 2003-08 that remains unpublished as of August 2006, making it obsolete. Moreover, 
capital projects are delayed by years in some cases, e.g. the 50 metre swimming pool. 
Third, the approach recognises that not all is happen stance, by emphasising that political 
ideology is central to policy formation as it provides meaning to action and a guide to 
identifying which issues are seen as important. Zahariadis (1999: 80) maintains that 
'The ideology of the governing party shapes the kind of issues that will rise to the 
agenda and demarcates the solutions available for adoption'. Policy selection criteria in 
the MSF is based on 'value acceptability' as well as feasibility, where not only 
unfeasible policy options, but less favoured policies (and ideologies) are likely to be 
rejected. In Liverpool, the dominant policy priority has been elite sport, although 
pragmatism shapes policy priorities as much as a 'belief in elite sport. Fourth, as with 
policy networks, the role and influence of policy elites is important in shaping policy. 
The MSF views higher rank and status as increasing influence, as does membership of 
multiple arenas or 'venues' (Baumgartner and lones, 1993). A policy elite can perhaps 
be identified in Liverpool consisting of senior local authority officers who have retained 
influence over time. However, their influence is compromised by senior non-sport 
policy actors within the City council and central government sport policy actors. A 
policy elite within leisure services exists that attempts to control sport policy direction. 
Fifth, the explanation of policy change within the MSF is instructive for this study. 
Baumgartner and lones (1993) and Sabatier and lenkins-Smith (1993) suggest that 
policy change is incremental (as in the policy networks framework) although punctuated 
by occasional 'paradigm shifts'. In Liverpool, these shifts relate to exogenous factors 
such as the urban unrest of the 1980s that gave birth to sports development and 
accelerated the facility building programme or the more recent award of Capital of 
Culture. In terms of policy change, the MSF identifies three streams of 'politics', 
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'policy problems' and 'policy solutions', which interact to produce change (see chapter 
2 for more detail). The three streams normally operate independently except in the event 
of a 'window of opportunity', where policy entrepreneurs act to couple the streams. The 
concept of 'policy entrepreneur' who can be found in an institutionally weak policy area 
has utility (Houlihan, 2005). In this study, interviewees, as noted, identified individuals 
who acted where policy windows present 'opportunities for advocates of proposals to 
push their pet solutions, or to push attention to their special problems' (Kingdon, 1995: 
165). The former Head of Sport and Recreation Services was perhaps the most 
significant 'policy entrepreneur' in the local context, where interviewees identified 
many examples of his initiative (see chapter 5). In sum, the MSF highlights aspects of 
policy processes that can be applied to the sport policy area. A partial explanation of 
sport policy can be achieved using this approach and when integrated with a theory of 
power, such as neo-pluralism, and located within critical realism in particular. However, 
the approach can over-emphasise the role of ideas, beliefs and 'muddle' in policy 
processes and underplay institutional and socio-economic factors (see Parsons, 1995). 
The advocacy coalition framework 
A third approach to understanding sport policy can perhaps be gained by utilising the 
Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) (cf. Sabatier, 1999). Although having much in 
common with the policy networks approach, the ACF 'is a broader set of processes than 
that evoked by the network metaphor' (John, 1998: 169). Further, the ACF is primarily 
concerned with policy change. It is contended that the policy framework offers many 
insights into the policy process and can assist in developing a theoretical frame to more 
fully capture the complexities of policymaking, implementation and change. The ACF 
has several strengths as an explanatory tool; first, it provides a starting point for research 
in identifying a unit of analysis, the policy subsystem (or area). Sabatier (1999: 119) 
states, 'A subsystem consists of those actors from a variety of public and private 
organisations who are actively concerned with a policy problem or issue ... and who 
regularly seek to influence public policy in that domain'. Thus, the sport policy 
subsystem in Liverpool can be mapped inclusive of the many policy actors, their beliefs 
and values, resources and relationship to other actors. Further, the ACF makes a 
distinction between a nascent subsystem (one in the process of forming) and a mature 
subsystem (one that has existed for approximately ten years or more). In this regard the 
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subsystem around elite sport can be treated as mature in Liverpool. The utility of this 
distinction is that in a mature subsystem, relationships, processes, systems and 
structures are relatively embedded; similarly with the concept of a policy community, 
and with interests and influence embedded, policy change tends to be incremental and 
change is resisted if it threatens policy core beliefs, policy priorities and resource 
allocations. 
Second, Sabatier (1991) and Sabatier and lenkins-Smith (1993) maintain that it is the 
relationships between actors in policy subsystems that is key to understanding how 
policy processes work. This is borne out in the study that explored relationships 
between sectors, organisations and actors internal and external to the city. In conducting 
the research, it was the interview questions that related to relationships produced the 
greatest insight into interests, influence and policy change. Third, the ACF (as with 
policy networks and the MSF) states that policy-making is dominated by elite opinion, 
although not necessarily stable elites, where non-elites have 'neither the expertise, nor 
the time, nor the inclination to be active participants in the policy subsystem' (Sabatier 
and lenkins-Smith, 1993: 223). In the case of sport policy in Liverpool, it is clear that 
LCC Sport and Recreation Services has driven policy, albeit mediated by other City 
council interests, such as those embedded in the planning department (see chapter 7) 
until the last five years, from when central government have exerted greater influence. It 
would be difficult to conclude that any voluntary sector lobby for elite sport has 
influenced the sustained focus on and support for elite sport within LCC. Voluntary 
sector interests, without a strong lobby and little internal local authority support, find 
themselves increasingly confined to the margins of policy debate. 
Fourth, the ACF emphasises that to understand policy change, a time period of at least a 
decade is needed in order to complete at least one 'formulation - implementation -
reformulation' policy cycle. In the Liverpool case study, it is evident that in the last 
decade, the 'modernisation' agenda has begun to impact on embedded priorities and 
practices. Importantly, the historical emphasis of the case study analysis, in tracing 
policy change over time, is not only coterminous with the premises of the ACF, but also 
that of critical realism. Fifth, the ACF has utility in that it identifies two causal drivers, 
namely the core beliefs of actors, and exogenous 'perturbations' in shaping policy. 
Sabatier (1999) conceives of two sets of exogenous variables that impact upon the 
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constraints and opportunities of subsystem actors. These are relatively stable 
'parameters' including socio-cultural values, natural resources of the political system 
and basic constitutional structure, and relatively dynamic 'external (system) events' 
including changes in socio-economic conditions, public opinion and governing 
coalitions. In respect of 'relatively dynamic external events', Liverpool as a city has 
experienced rapid economic decline and recent recovery, significant outward migration 
and political upheaval over the last thirty years. These changes have impacted on LCC 
where sport has been a marginal and marginalised fiefdom seeking survival, status and 
influence through a range of strategies to attract recognition and resources. 
In respect of the core beliefs of policy actors, as stated in Chapter 2, Sabatier (1999) 
organises the belief systems of each coalition into a hierarchical tripartite structure. The 
study of sport in Liverpool has identified the beliefs of policy actors for sport in 
Liverpool, as manifested in the two clusters of interests', and finds, as Sabatier (1999: 
130) states that 'actors are driven by a set of policy-oriented goals comprising value 
priorities and conceptions of whose welfare should be of greatest concern'. In the study, 
the central tension is between those focused on the 'development of sport', particularly 
elite sport, and those concerned with 'development through sport'. It appears that the 
'deep core beliefs' have not changed, where particular divisions exist between the 
public and voluntary sectors around the role of the state and the purposes and nature of 
sport, and between elite and welfare sport-related objectives. However, it can also be 
argued that in the case of LCC, ignoring national policy incongruent with local priorities 
is more to do with organisational survival and retaining autonomy in the context of non-
statutory provision. The ACF claims that coalitions will resist information that 
challenges deep core beliefs. It may therefore be exogenous factors to produce change, 
notably the increasing influence of central government. 
Sixth, the ACF assumes that actors can be aggregated into a number of 'advocacy 
coalitions' (clusters of interests that share common beliefs) composed of various 
government and private or voluntary sector organisations. Each coalition shares both a 
set of normative and causal beliefs, and engages in 'a non-trivial degree of co-ordinated 
activity over time'. In this respect, Liverpool has two distinct advocacy coalitions, one 
based around elite sport inclusive of LCC and selected sports bodies, and the other 
smaller coalition based around education and regeneration. However, this latter 
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coalition has significant support from national, regional and county bodies, including 
DCMS, DIES, Sport England, Youth Sport Trust, NWSB, the MSP, and to a lesser 
extent, other education and regeneration bodies across Liverpool. In the ACF it is policy 
core beliefs that provide the principal glue of coalitions of interests (Zafonte and 
Sabatier, 1998). It can be argued that although membership of coalitions has changed 
over time, as has coalition influence, the core beliefs of individuals and organisations 
has remained largely unchanged and the sport policy subsystem remains ideologically 
polarised. However, as Green (2006) observes, with reference to Daugbjerg & Marsh 
(1998: 71), the ACF 'cannot explain policy outcomes simply by reference to the 
structures of coalitions or the behaviour of actors therein. We need to understand why 
coalitions take the form they do, how they relate to the broader political system and thus 
how policy outcomes might be facilitated/constrained'. Therefore the role of exogenous 
factors gains in significance in any analysis of sport policy, as does the 'structured 
context' in which policy is made and implemented. 
Seventh, the ACF maintains that 'policy brokers' act to mediate between competing 
coalitions. In the study undertaken it is clear that brokers have sought to work in the 
spaces between the two advocacy coalitions, similar to the concept of the policy 
entrepreneur in the MSF. The study provides evidence of the influence of 'brokers', as 
noted. Eighth, the ACF contends that policy change is in part due to a process of 
'policy-oriented learning'. Learning subsequently feeds back into the beliefs and 
resources of coalitions. However, Parsons (1995) questions whether successful 
coalitions are those that learn 'better' than others, or those which hold the greater 
resources and power. Parsons argues that coalitions may change as they advance core 
interests; hence no rational learning process is required. Although some 'learning' has 
occurred in Liverpool; for example borrowing ideas for elite swimming development, in 
agreement with Parsons (ibid), the evidence supports change through the 'advance of 
core interests'. In sum, the ACF has significant potential for a description, analysis, and 
where coupled with neo-pluralism and critical realism, explanation of sport policy 
processes; interests, influence and change. It further highlights and contextualises the 
strategic action of local sport interests in mediating national policy initiatives. 
Nonetheless, there are a number of weaknesses as identified in the following table that 
summarises the key strengths and limitations of the ACF and other meso-level 
theoretical approaches for policy analysis. 
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Table 17 summarises the strengths and limitations of the three frameworks for policy 
analysis. It is suggested that the ACF offers the greatest utility for further study, albeit 
that the framework has a number of weaknesses (Houlihan, 2005) that can be off-set in 
large part by linking the ACF to the assumptions of critical realism and neo- or elite 
pluralism, that provide an explanation of strategic action given notions of 
structure/agency and power. 
Table 17: Strengths and limitations of me so-level theoretical frameworks 
Frameworks 
Policy networks 
Multiple streams 
Strengths Limitations 
The spectrum of policy networks from policy The approach may over-emphasise 
community to issue network is useful for policy stability and the significance 
understanding the influence of interests, the of resource dependency in policy 
extent of policy consensus, and the degree of processes/mediation. 
policy stability - the context for strategic action. 
The approach recognises the complexity of the 
sport policy area (fragmented/fluid). 
Little attention paid to how 
endogenous change occurs -
although the dialectical 'model' 
(Marsh and Smith, 2000) does 
capture the dynamics of policy 
cbange 
The three policy streams help to conceptualise The framework places too much of 
complex policy processes. a focus on the agenda-setting stage 
of the policy processes in earlier 
The notions of 'policy entrepreneurs' and their versions of the frameworks. 
role in policy change is supported. 
The framework may embody 
Ideas and ambiguity, are given prominence - this culturally specificity - being 
is plausible given that rational models of policy centred on political systems in the 
bear little resemblance to 'reality' USA. Applicability can be 
problematic 
Advocacy Coalition The ACF helps to illustrate dynamic processes in There are difficulties in identifying 
and delimiting 'coalitions' and 
'policy subsystems' or areas. Also, 
mapping belief systems presents 
empirical difficulties. 
Framework complex policy areas such as 'sport'. The 
framework is useful for characterising the sport 
policy 'subsystem' as complex, fluid, multi-
layered and fragmented. 
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Policy change does appear in part to result from The ACF may attempt to include 
competition between 'advocacy coalitions' too many variables and potential 
(clusters of interests) who share sets of beliefs. explanations of policy 
Meso-Ievel 
The role of exogenous events in policy change is An understanding and explanation 
supported: specifically change in governing of 'power' is limited unless linked 
coalitions, sodo-economic factors and as a result to neo-pluralism 
of policy spill-over. 
The notion that public pressure is a 
Longitudinal studies are supported - change can significant exogenous factor in 
be understood over approximately a decade - policy change is unsupported. 
strengthened by links to critical realism 
The notion that 'policy learning' 
produces change is questionable 
The frameworks offer utility for descriptive- The explanatory potential in 
frameworks as a whole analytical research understanding power/influence and 
policy change/stability may be 
When set within the parameters of critical limited - combining these 
realism, these approaches offer explanatory approaches to a macro-level theory 
insights into power/influence, change/stability, of power is important 
and the possibilities for agency. Strategic action 
can be contextualised 
The unit of analysis (policy area, sector, 
network, subsystem) has utility as a point of 
entry for research and as a 'mapping' device 
Delimiting boundaries between 
policy areas is problematic in areas 
subject to policy spill-over 
The significance of policy brokers/entrepreneurs A greater focus on policy 
in policy processes is supported instruments may be required for an 
explanation of power/influence 
The approach has utility for comparative The micro-level of policy analysis 
research is largely omitted - a model of 
'human naturelbehaviour' may be 
needed to complement mesa-level 
analysis 
The different origins and 
terminologies employed serve only 
to confuse 
Source: adapted from Bulkeley (2000); Green (2003); Marsh and Rhodes (1992); Sabatier (1999) 
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Conclusions of the study 
In sum, this study has highlighted the key influences shaping policy processes in a 
specific locale, with a particular focus on the strategic action of policy actors (primarily 
local authority sport policy actors) seeking to pursue policy priorities in a context 
mediated by central government priorities. A summary table that relates the objectives 
of the study with the key findings follows. It is argued that the approach adopted in this 
study, based in critical realism and neo-pluralism at the macro-level, and three meso-
level theoretical frameworks for policy analysis, offers some utility for understanding 
sport policy processes: interests, influence and change. In combining insights from the 
ACF, in particular, with insights from studies of urban politics, local government and 
governance, an account of sport policy emerges that offers significant potential for 
future research, particularly in respect of the issues around policy implementation (cf. 
Hill and Hupe, 2002). Apart from exploring the utility of theoretical frameworks, the 
five other key objectives of the study are identified in table 18. 
Table 18: Relationship between the research objectives and key findings 
Objectives of the study Specific areas of research Findings 
To identify the main sport Their interests, beliefs, values, resources, Ideologically polarised clusters of 
policy actors policy priorities interests 
To evaluate the relationships Public-voluntary sector relations Significant tensions outside of elite 
between sport interests sport for six sports 
Departmental relations within Liverpool Inter-departmental tensions impact 
City Council on policy 
Central-local government relations and Tensions around 'modernisation' 
regional-local relations exacerbated by party politics 
To trace the evolution of Changes in the political and socio- Impact of changes in government 
sport policy processes economic context that may impact on priorities, governance, local 
sport interests economic context and watershed 
events 
To assess exogenous The impact of interests in adjacent policy Sport~related interests and issues are 
influences that may shape areas, particularly education, land~use mediated by non-sport interests 
the sport policy area planning and health 
To identify and evaluate the The activities of policy actors A combination of reactive strategies, 
strategies adopted by sport based on resistance to change, 
interests The policy context in which actors pursue instrumentalism. Innovation is 
their goals increasingly constrained 
302 
A number of conclusions can be drawn that relate to these objectives. First, public 
policy for sport can be best understood through an investigation of the relationships 
between policy actors. The tensions in these relationships revolve around competing 
priorities in a context of scarce resources. Second, the study explained the strategic 
action of interests in the pursuit of resources, recognition and other goals, through 
exploring the dialectical relationship between structure and agency. The scope for 
individual influence over sport policy within LCC has diminished as sport has gained, 
albeit minimally, in political salience. Third, the study revealed the significance of 
structural privilege where policy elites exercise control over policy processes. The basis 
of this control is in part found in the resources actors can mobilise. Also, vested interests 
are embedded within organisational and administrative structures that serve to highlight 
the importance of historical processes. Fourth, two local coalitions of interests compete 
for control over sport policy in Liverpool, although on an uneven playing field. Fifth, 
the sport policy area in the city can be characterised by increasing public sector 
intervention at the national and local levels; fragmentation representing plurality but not 
evidence of pluralism (but a neo-pluralist or elite pluralist arrangement of power); and 
significant exogenous influences including, notably, policy spill-over from the 
education, land-use planning and health policy areas. 
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other LCC roles 1983-date 
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1999-date and former Regional Policy Officer at 
Sport England (North-West) 
Norman Wilkinson Ex-Head of Sport and Recreation Services, 18.02.05 
(ret.) Liverpool City Council, 1971-1997 and former 
Chair of the Liverpool Sports Forum 
DaveSimms 
Frank Doherty 
Steven Caldecott 
Robert LyaU 
Jean Amold 
Former-Tennis Development Officer, Sport and 02.03.05 
Recreation Services, Liverpool City Council, 
1993-2004 
Principle Sports Development Officer, Liverpool 03.03.05 
City Council, I 993-date, and other LCC roles 
1987-date 
PE and School Sport Partnership Manager, 16.03.05 
Knowsley Borough Council, 2004-2006. Senior 
Lecturer in PE and School Sport, 1998-2004, and 
former teacher and OFSTED inspector 
Indoor Leisure Facilities Manager, Sport and t 1.07.05 
Recreation Services, Liverpool City Council, 
1998-date. Former roles within LCC, 1978-97 
Liverpool School Sports Federation, 1980-date. 21.07.05 
Former Chair of Liverpool Teachers Association 
(mUlti-sports) 
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20 Gary Kirby 
21 Stuart Wade 
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Partnership, 1995-2003. Former Coordinator of the 
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Boxing Development Officer, Sport and 22.07.05 
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Swimming Development Officer, Sport and 02.08.05 
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date 
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Principal Development Officer (Youth and School 03.08.05 
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Links Officer 
Football Development Officer, Sport and 04.08.05 
Recreation Services, Liverpool City Council, 
I 997-date. Former football roles within LCC, 
1987-97 
Education and Skills Manager (Liverpool area), 09.08.05 
Sport England North-West, 2004-date 
Chair of the Merseyside Playing Fields 10.08.05 
Association, 1995-2005 
Active City Strategy Coordinator, Sport and 12.08.05 
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Liverpool City Council, 1992-date 
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(ret.) 
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36 Bob Poynton 
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member of Liverpool Sports Forum 
Head Teacher, St Joan of Arc Primary School and 11.01.06 
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advisor to the Minister for Schools. Secretary of 
the Catholic Schools Sport Federation of England 
Head of Leisure Services, Liverpool City Council 11.01.06 
2000-date, and member of Liverpool Sports Forum 
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Senior Sports Development Officer, Sport and 13.02.06 
Recreation Services, Liverpool City Council, 
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